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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. O’Hea’s Bill for the abolition of the Certificate Duty, to 
which several correspondents have referred, was not obtainable 
at Hansarv’s up to Thursday afternoon. 





Lorp Coterrper, who undertook to supply the place of the 
Master of the Rolls during his absence, owing to a bronchial 
affection, is likely to be detained much longer in Appeal Court, 
No. 1, than he anticipated, a case of unusual magnitude having 
chanced to come into the paper during his presidency. 





In a case of Re Collins, Collins v. Collins, which came before 
Mr. Justice Pearson on Wednesday last, that learned judge, in 
sanctioning an allowance for maintenance, took occasion to say 
that the power to accumulate income for the long period allowed 
by law was ‘‘ most misehievous’’; and he considered that the question 
was worthy of the attention of legislators. 





Mr. Monpetta’s Railway and Canal Traffic Bill has been received 
with a chorus of approbation, and there is no doubt that, in regard 
to revision of rates, it is a great improvement upon Mr. CuamsBer- 
tarn’s Bill of last session. Shortly put, the effect of the Bill would 
be this—to substitute a judge and two lay assessors for the present 
Railway Commission ; to give, not only all local authorities properly 
so called, but also chambers of agriculture and commerce a locus 
standi before the commission; to give an appeal to the Court of 
Appeal direct, with further appeal by leave to the House of Lords, 
at the same time abolishing the present indirect appeal by prohibi- 
tion ; to enlarge the jurisdiction ef the commissioners into the 
sphere of compelling obedience to special Acts, and of granting 
damages ; and to provide for a complete revision of rates, and of the 
classification of them. The proposal to abolish the present Railway 
Commission cannot be satisfactorily discussed until its meaning has 
been more fully explained. If the intention is that the present 
legal member of the commission shall be constituted a judge of the 
High Court, and shall devote his leisure to the performance of 
duties as such judge, the proposal practically adopts a suggestion 
we have several times made with a view to obtaining the more 
speedy disposal of business in the Chancery Division. If, on the 
other hand, the intention is (as we rather gather from Mr. 
Mounpet1a’s speech) that one of the present judges of the High 
Court shal] be detailed to perform the work of chief commissioner, 
the result will apparently be to diminish the strength available for 
transacting the judicial business of the High Court, and to bring an 
inexperienced person todeal withthe business of the commission. One 
objection to the change is that. whereas the present commission sits in 
England, Scotland, and Ireland, the judge and president of the new 
commission will be a different man in all three countries, so that 
there will be a great risk of want of uniformity in the future 
decisions of the new tribunal on points of law. In other respects, 
except by omitting, we think rather unfortunately, a few simple 
and unobjectionable provisions as to public safety, and except by 
newly including elaborate provisions for revising rates, the Bill 
repeats the clauses of Mr. Cuamaxrzarn’s Bill, and is very much 
to be commended. If the commission is to continue to be of any 
use, it is almost a matter of necessity that the indirect appeal 


by prohibition should be abolished, and that the commission | 








should be empowered to award damages, and to compel 
obedience to special Acts. With regard to the latter provision, 
indeed, it may be suggested that the power to enjoin 
obedience should be extended to cases within the general 
Railway Acts as well. For instance, under the present law (see 
Regulation of Railways Act, 1868, s. 15), railway companies are 
under the obligation to publish lists of passenger fares at each 
station on their lines, but neither by that nor any other Act is 
there any special penalty imposed upon them for disobedience to 
this obligation. Defaulting companies could, no doubt, be pro- 
ceeded against by mandamus, or even by indictment, but it would 
be much better to give such a tribunal as the Railway Commission 
a jurisdiction in the matter, and the present seems to be a fitting 
opportunity for conferring such a jurisdiction. It remains to 
notice that, by virtue of the Expiring Laws Continuance Act, 
1885 (48 & 49 Vict. c. 59), the Act of 1873 remains in force until 
the 3lst of December, 1886, enly, so that some legislation or 
other upon the subject of the Railway Commission is absolutely 


necessary. 





Mr. Muwpetta’s Proposal, in clause 24 of the Railway and 
Canal Traffic Bill, for the revision of railway rates will, if carried, 
effect a greater change in railway law than any effected since the 
first establishment of railways in this country. The proposal is that 
every company “shall submit to the Board of Trade a revised 
classification of rates and charges, and a revised schedule of 
maximum rates and charges proposed to be charged by such 
company.” The Board of Trade is to consider such classification 
and schedule (which are to be published) and any objections 
thereto, and after communicating with the company and the 
objectors, to settle the same ‘‘in such manner as shall appear to 
the Board of Trade to be just and reasonable.” The classification 
and schedule so settled are then to be embodied in a provisional 
order—and finally, after full opportunities for petition, in an Act 
of Parliament. Of the desirability of some revision there can be no 
doubt. It was pointed out in the strongest terms by the Royal 
Commission of 1867, and by the Joint Select Committee of 
1872, that the classification of rates under the existing 
special Acts is replete with anomalies, absurdities, and 
diversities. ‘‘One Act,” observed the Royal Commissioners, 
“enumerates 22 articles; another, 98; another, 160; the Acts 
adding, at the end of the highest class, general words to include 
all other articles and matters not enumerated in the previous 
classes.” ‘ The present loose and imperfect classification of rates 
in the special Acts,” said the Joint Select Committee, ‘‘leaves it 
in the power of the companies arbitrarily to place in one class or 
another, or to remove from one class to another, the many un- 
enumerated goods.” Then, is Mr. MunpEx1a’s | em a reasonable 
and just one? We think it is, subject to the following criticisms : 
—First, it should be expressly provided that the revision should 
extend to charges for passengers as well as for goods; and, secondly, 
in justice to the companies, it should be provided that the revised 
charges should not be again subject to revision within a limited 
period. This would be following the analogy of the Government 
Purchase Act of 1844 (7 & 8 Vict. c. 85), under the Ist section 
of which the charges on lines authorized after 1844 may, in 
certain events which have not happened, be revised after the 
expiration of twenty-one years from the passing of the special 
Act authorizing the line, ‘ provided that such revised scale shall 
not be again revised, otherwise than with the consent of the com- 
pany, for the further period of twenty-one years.” 





Tue Axnrrration Brix of Lord Bramweut, which has been read 
a second time in the House of Lords, continues the codification com- 
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menced by the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. The statute law of 
arbitrations is contained, as was the statute law of bills of exchange 
contained before 1882, in but a few short enactments; but the case 
law has to be searched for in many hundreds of decisions. In 140 
clauses, Lord BrawweL. now proposes to consolidate the whole of 
this case, as well as statute law, in much the same way as the law of 
bills of exchange was codified by the Act of 1882. A memorandum 
prefixed to the Bill states that “it proposes no changes in the 
law; the utmost which it does is, when there are conflicting 
decisions, to state the law in accordance with what appears to be the 
correct view.” The Bill carries out its object in clear and accurate 
language, and will, of course, effect an enormous improvement in 
the form of the law of arbitration. We observe that occasion has 
been taken to re-enact Rules of Court as well as statutes—for 
instance, the whole of those rules (46 to 55) of R. 8. C., 1883, 
XXXVI., which regulate the rotation of official referees and trial 
before and report of referee, are repeated in a schedule, and are 
evidently intended to form part of the Act. Is it intended to 
withdraw these rules from the supervision of the Rule Com- 
mittee? We doubt the expediency of such a course. Any- 
how, the matter should be expressly provided for one way or 
the other. With regard to the form which the Bill will ulti- 
mately take, it is material to point out that it is not intended 
by its promoters to be a consolidation Bill only, though drawn and 
presented to the House in that form. The memorandum states 
that ‘‘it is intended to propose in committee the following 
amongst other changes,’ and then no less than eleven specific 
changes of more or less importance aro enumerated. Of these 
the most important are an abridgment of the power of re- 
voking submissions (see Fraser v. Khrensperger, L. R. 12 
Q. B. D. 310, and the cases there cited) and the laying 
down “a common form of submission which shall be in accordance 
with the general understanding of men of business and parties to 
arbitrations, and which shall, unless the contrary be expressed, be 
implied in all references.” We heartily support the former 
amendment, as the cases (see Re Rouse and Meier, L. R. 6 
C. P. 212) on the authority of which Fraser v. Ehrensperger 
proceeded have long appeared to us to be flatly opposed to 
the spirit of arbitration law; and it is noteworthy that in Re 
Rouse and Meier, Bovut, C.J., delivered a dissenting jndg- 
ment. It is also proposed “‘to supply various omissions in 
the Common Law Proredure Act, 1854,” and, following the 
analogy of the Bills of Exchange Act, to ‘ assimilate the English 
and Scotch law of arbitration.” It would have been more con- 
venient, in accordance with the practice followed by the Govern- 
ment in dealing with the law of lunacy, to have presented the 
amendments in a separate Bill, to be eventually consolidated with 
the consolidating Bill. A further amendment we would suggest is 
that, in accordance with a somewhat similar provision in the Bills 
of Exchange Act (see section 97), the Bill should state, as appears 
to be intended, that it has no application to arbitrations under the 
Lands Clauses Act or other statutes, as the Agricultural Holdings 
Act, containing special provisions as to arbitration. 





Tue cass of Canning v. Farquhar, before the Court of Appeal 
on Saturday week, presented a neat little legal problem. On 
December 2, 1883, Canytno filled up and forwarded through 
Watters to the Sun Life Assurance Co., a proposal form 
for a policy of that company on Cawnrne’s life for £2,000. 
The form contained the usual stipulation that the statements con- 
tained therein were to be taken to be the basis of the contract of 
insurance. The usual medical examination took place, and on 
December 14, 1883, the company wrote to Watters stating that 
Caxmise’s proposal had been accepted at the annual premium of 
£47 18s. 4d, but sdding that no assurance was to tuke place 
until the first premium was paid. Canyino arranged with 
Watrres that the latter should pay this premium. On January 
5, 1884, Cassinc had a severe accident. Two days afterwards the 
company, not having heard of this accident, wrote to say that if 
the mium was not paid before January 14, Canine 
w have to sign a certificate of health. On January 9 
Watters tendered the premium to the company, telling them 
of Canmine’s accident, but the company refused to receive it. 
Camsisa died on January 10, and t 





to recover damages for the company’s alleged breach of con. 
tract. Now, there was in this case a proposal, and a qualified 
acceptance of the proposal; but everything turns on the nature of 
this propoeal and acceptance. The proposal was this: ‘‘ Will yoa 
grant me a policy on the basis of the statements herein con- 
tained ?”’ The reply was practically, ‘‘On payment of the 
premium now stated by us we will grant you a policy on the basis 
of the statements in your proposal.”” There was not, therefore, an 
unqualified acceptance of the proposal by the company; for, 
independently of the mention by them of the rate of premium, 
a new term was added by them—viz., that no assurance was to 
take place until the premium was paid. The reply of the company 
cannot betaken to be more than a counter offer by them, and until the 
terms of this counter offer had been accepted by Cannine, there could 
be no contract. Assuming that on tender of the premium there was 
a contract, the material question is, what was the nature of this 
contract? Was it that, the statements as to Cannine’s health 
made in the proposal being satisfactory, the company undertook, 
whatever might happen to him in the meantime, to grant him a 
policy at a future date? That would not be consistent with the 
stipulation that the statements were to be the basis of the contract 
of insurance. The reasonable construction of that provision seems 
to be that the basis must exist at the time the contract of insurance 
is actually entered into. But at the time the premium was 
tendered the basis had been altered, and the court held, on this 
ground, that the company were entitled to refuse to accept the 
premium. It is to be observed, however, that the Master of the 
Rolls seems to have thought that another ground was that there 
was no contract, only negotiation, and that, until the insurance was 
actually effected, either party might withdraw. This seems to 
involve the conclusion that, even if no alteration had occurred in 
the basis of the contract, the company would have been at liberty 
to refuse to carry out the insurance. The Lords Justices expressed 
difficulty in accepting this view, and we confess we think it rather 
a doubtful one. 








THE NEW COUNTY COURT RULES. 
I. 


Tue County Court Rules, 1886, which constitute a bulky volume 
of nearly 500 pages, come into operation on the 28th of April next. 
They are, of course, in the main, a consolidation of the Rules of 
1875, with the four sets of rules which have been subsequently 
issued. The sequence of the orders is altered; rules are occa- 
sionally shifted about from one order to another, portions of one 
rule are transferred to another rule, and frequent verbal changes 
and slight additions are made. It is not necessary to call attention 
in detail to these alterations, which can be ascertained by anyone 
from the “list of orders and rules in force prior to the 28th of 
April, 1886, with a reference to the new rules respectively 
substituted for each” which is prefixed to the volume. We 
propose to point out, for the assistance of our readers, the 
leading new provisions, and it will be convenient to take them 
in the order in which they appear in the rules. 

The first new rules we come across are rules 32 and 33 of order 
2, which relate to the duty of the high bailiff under sections 45 
and 46 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. ‘They direct the high 
bailiff, when required under that Act to hold the proceeds of an 
execution for fourteen days, to send notice to the execution 
creditor within twenty-four hours after the completion of the 
levy, and also, when the kigh bailiff withdraws from possession in 
consequence of having received notice that a receiving order has 
been made, to send notice to the execution creditor within twenty- 
four hours after such withdrawal. 

The portion of order 3 relating to persons under disability has 
been remodelled, infants and married women being now dealt with 
in separate rules ; the rule relating to the latter being restricted 
to cases to which the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, does 
not apply, and a provision being added that the leave to a married 
woman to sue or defend without her husband “may, in the dis- 
cretion of the judge or registrar, be givev, with or without the 
imposition of terms, at the trial, or at any time during the course 
of the action or matter.”” The singularly placed provision relating 
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prought into its proper position; and a new rule is added (ord. 3, 
r. 12) providing that in all actions and matters to which any 

m under disability is a party, any consent as to the mode of 
taking evidence, or as to any other procedure given by the next 
friend, guardian, committee, or other person acting on behalf of 
the person under disability, is to be effectual. Similarly, the pro- 
visions of the old rule 9 of order 5 are now split up into two rules, 
and are combined, with other pre-existing rules, into a distinct head 
of “ partners.” 

The provisions substituted under the head ‘‘ Administrations and 
Executions of Trusts” forthe old order 5, r. 11, are taken, with 
necessary alterations and omissions, from R. 8. C., 1883, XVI., 
82—47. 

We now come to the order relating to the “ commencement of 
action.” Here there is substituted for the old rule 3 of 
order 4, relating to the giving of the names, descriptions, 
and addresses of plaintiff and defendant on the entry of a plaint, 
an elaborate provision (order 5, rule 4) that no plaint shall be 
entered without the party desiring to enter the same filing a precipe 
for that purpose, containing, in addition to the particulars formerly 
required to be given, ‘‘a short statement of the cause of action, 
or remedy or relief sought, and the amount of the debt or damages 
claimed.” The only exception is ‘‘ where the intended plaintiff 
is illiterate and unable to furnish the required information in 
writing ”—that is to say, we suppose, where he can neither read 
nor write—in which case the registrar’s clerk is to fill up the 
precipe. The next rule provides that, if the plaintiff sues, or the 
defendant or. any of the defendants is sued, in a representative 
capacity, it shall be stated in the precipe in what capacity the 
plaintiff sues or the defendant is sued; and by the succeeding 
rule (6) it is provided that, where the issue of a de- 
fault summons is desired, and the plaintiff, or his solicitor, 
wishes the same to be served otherwise than by the bailiff, he must 
so request in the precipe required to be filed before the entry of 
the plaint. This request is, it seems, to take the place of the 
notice in writing required by the old ord. 4, r. 6, which, it will 
be remembered, was restricted to the case of the entry of a plaint 
by a solicitor; and the effect of the request in the precipe is to be 
found stated in the new rule (30) of order 7, which enables a 
default summons to be served, when so requested at the entry of 
the plaint, under ord. 5. r. 6, either by the plaintiff, or some clerk or 
servant in his permanent and exclusive employ, or by the plaintiff’s 
solicitor, or a solicitor acting as agent for such solicitor, or some 
person in the employ of either of them. The idea as to the precipe 
is, of course, derived from the provision of the old ord. 37, 
r. 6, relating to entry of a plaint by letter in a court within the 
district of which the plaintiff does not reside. It corresponds, 
we believe, with the practice in many, if not most, county 
courts. 

Increased formality is also required for obtaining leave to enter 
a plaint under section 1 of the County Courts Act, 1867. It is 
now provided (ord. 5, r. 9) that the application shall be in 
writing, and shall set forth the facts upon which the application 
is grounded, and shall be signed by the party applying. The 
application is to be supported by evidence on oath adduced by or 
on behalf of the party satisfying the judge or registrar that the 
facts are truly stated and legally justify leave being granted. 

A new rule (ord. 6, r. 6) applies the provisions of R. 8. C., 
1883, LY., 3, to county court procedure. It provides that where 
any person entitled to bring or maintain an action for the adminis- 
tration of the estate of any deceased person or the execution of 
any trust, desires to submit, for the determination of the court any 
of the following questions or matters [specifying in identical 
language the matters (a.) to (9-) in R. §.C., 1888, LV., 3] “he 
shall, in his particulars, specify concisely the question or matter 
upon which the decision of the court is required ; and that he is 
willing to renounce his right to an order for a general administra- 
tion of the estate or trust.” Ord. 22, r. 11, enables the judge 
at the trial to make an order determining any question or matter 
thus submitted without making an order for the general adminis- 
tration of the estate or execution of the trusts. 








Mr. Whitley introduced his High Court of Justico (Provincial Sittings 
Billon the 12th inst. ° , 





ANTICIPATORY BREACH OF CONTRACT. 


Tue case of Johnstone v. Milling (34 W. R. 238, L..R.16 Q. B.D. 
460), recently decided in the Court of Appeal, is one of very great 
interest, as involving important questions of principle with regard to 
the law of contract. The doctrine upon which thecase turned is what, 
to use the expression of the Master of the Rolls, may be termed 
the doctrine of anticipatory breach of contract. 

Our readers wil! at once understand what is meant when we 
refer to the cases of Hochster v. De la Tour (1 W. R. 469, 2 E, & 
B. 678) and Frost v. Knight (20 W. R. 471, L. R. 7 Ex. 111) as 
leading examples of the application of this doctrine. 

In Johnstone v. Milling the facts were as follows:—The lessor 
of premises had covenanted with the lessee to rebuild the 
after the expiration of the first four years of the term. The lease, 
however, gave the lessee the option of putting an end to the term 
by six months’ notice, expiring at the end of the first four years. 
The lessor, before the expiration of the first four years of the term, 
told the lessee on many occasions that he would be unable to 
procure the money to rebuild the premises. In consequence of 
this statement, the lessee gave the requisite notice to the lessor to 
determine the term at the end of the first four years. The result, 
of course, was that the time never arrived for the actual performance 
of the covenant to rebuild, because it was obvious that it was,a 
condition precedent to the obligation actually to rebuild that the 
lease should be continuing. Upon a claim by the lessee against the 
lessor for damages for breach of the covenant to rebuild the premises, 
it was held that the covenant to rebuild never having been actually 
broken, becausethe lessee had, before the time for its performance, deter- 
mined the lease, he could not recover, unless there had been a breach 
of the contract by anticipation within the doctrine of the cases 
above mentioned, by reason of a wrongful repudiation of his cove- 
nant by the lessor before the time for performance ; that what had 
been said by the lessor did not, under the. circumstances of the 
case, amount to such a repudiation; and that, if it did, such 
repudiation before the time of performance arrived would not 
amount to a breach of contract, unless the lessee elected to treat it 
as putting an end to the contract except for the purposes of an 
action for such breach, and the lessee had not, under the cireum- 
stances, so elected, and, therefore, could not maintain his claim, 
The court also expressed a strong opinion that the doctrine of 
anticipatory breach of contract could not be applicable to the case 
of a lease or other contract containing various stipulations where the 


by the promisor. : 
The actual decision, it will be observed, went on the footing 
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the purposes of the doctrine in question. We cannot h 
that, as a matter of business and common sense, & 
and definite announcement of future inability 
same effect as a repudiation. What is the i 
of anticipatory breach of contract? It is 
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minimizing the damage in respect of his power to get another 
engagement forthwith, just as much as if the defendant had said 
that he would not be willing to employ him on the Ist of June? 

The other points on which the court expressed an opinion are 
matters, as it seems to us, of great interest, and we cannot help 
thinking that they will need further discussion before they can be 
considered as settled. We have not space to discuss the circum- 
stances of the particular case; but the general view towards 
which the court inclined may be summarized in the following 
manner :—They seemed to think that the doctrine of anticipatory 
breach of contract depended on the existence of what is sometimes 
called a wrongful rescission, putting an end to the whole con- 
tract. The old language of pleading, in such cases, used to be 
that the defendant wrongfully exonerated and discharged the 
plaintiff from the further performance of the contract. The idea 
is that one party, by repudiating the contract, so far as he is 
concerned, rescinds it, and the other then has an election to adopt 
such rescission, so putting an end to the contract quoad the 
future, except for the purposes of an action for such wrongful 
rescission, and to bring his action thereupon; but, if he will not 
adopt the repudiation as a wrongful rescission, then, as one party 
cannot rescind alone, the contract continues to subsist, and he has 
no right of action till the time for performance arrives. He 
cannot assert that the contract continues to subsist, and, at the 
same time, sue as for a wrongful rescission. The consequence 
deduced from this way of putting the matter is that, where one 
party repudiates a stipulation in a contract, unless the other party 
ean treat such repudiation as wrongfully rescinding and putting an 
enc to the contract in toto, except for the purpose of an action in 
respect of such wrongful rescission (which, in the case of a lease, 
for instance, he cannot do), the doctrine of anticipatory breach 
cannot apply. We cannot help feeling some doubt whether there 
is not some confusion of idea about this notion of wrongful 
rescission. Rescission of a contract, in the proper sense of the 
term, as it seems to us, is where, by mutual consent, the contract 
is put an end to for all purposes. It is, perhaps, a question of 
terms; but it seems to us that, in substance, there may be a 
rescission of part, as well as a rescission of the whole, though 
perhaps some would call this a new contract upon a rescission of 
the old one. But it seems to us to be involved in this sense of 
the term “‘ rescission,” that the contract, or the part of the con- 
tract rescinded, no longer exists for any purpose, and, therefore, 
does not exist for the purpose of being sued upon. The wrongful 
rescission spoken of in relation tothe case under discussion clearly does 
not bear this sense. Ofcourse, it is a question of language, but it 
seems to us doubtful whether calling a contract rescinded wherever it 
is broken so as only to exist in futuro for the purposes of an action, 
may not tend to confuse together things that are not identical. 
By the introduction of the term “rescission” as an essential 
element of an anticipatory breach, the idea becomes involved that 
the contract must, gucad the future, be at an end, and thus, if it 
can be shown that, upon the repudiation alleged to constitute the 
anticipatory breach, the whole contract could not be treated as at 
an end, the conclusion is easily arrived at that there was no 
rescission, and, therefore, no wrongful rescission, and, therefore, 
no anticipatory breach. We are disposed to doubt whether there 
is not some danger of circularity of argument about this way of 
putting the case. 

The court, in Johnstone vy. Milling, in substance, laid it down 
that a repudiation by one party before the time for performance 
gave the other party an election to treat the contract as wrongfully 
put an end to, except for the purposes of an action for such wrong- 
ful rescission, but that such other party could not affirm at the 
same time that the contract existed guoad the future for some 
purposes, and sue upon it as wrongfully rescinded. So, as the 
lessee still continued in possession under the lease, and gave notice 
under it to determine the term at the end of the first four years, 
he could not be heard to say that the contract was wrongfully 
rescinded by reason of the repudiation of the covenant to rebuild. 
And inasmuch as it is clear that he could not, in law, have thrown 
up the lease before the end of the four years, it seems to follow, as 
the court suggested, that the doctrine of anticipatory breach 
cannot apply to such a case at all. 

Our notion is that, in dealing with such questions, it is neces- 
sary to go beyond such abstractions as “ rescission ” and “‘ wrongful 
rescission” to that which lies below them. ‘This kind of term, 





like many others of the sort, whether used in legal or other 
matters, not infrequently leads to fallacy by unconsciously involy. 
ing people in a petitio principii. The doctrine of Hochster y, 
Dela Tour and Frost v. Knight seems to us to arise out of 
practical considerations—viz., out of the advantages accruing to 
both parties from enabling a breach of contract to be declared 
previous to the time of performance, if both parties agree to it, 
The real question, to our mind, is whether there is an 
substantial reason why the same doctrine should not be applicable 
to a repudiation of one stipulation of a contract which contains 
many, 80 that there could be an anticipatory breach of that one 
stipulation while the rest of the contract was treated as remaini 
in existence unbroken, or whether the expediency of the thing 
points to the restriction of the doctrine to cases where the entire 
contract is put an end to. It seems to us doubtful whether the 
passages cited in the Court of Appeal from previous cases do 
much more than shew that you cannot treat the particular stipula- 
tions repudiated as unbroken by such repudiation, and then turn 
round afterwards and say that they were broken by it, which is 
only the familiar doctrine, guod semel placuit in electionibus, &c., 
though we are bound to admit that there are passages in Frost y. 
Knight (7 Ex. 111) which tend to support the view taken by the Court 
of Appeal. We cannot discuss this question fer want of space, and 
we doubt whether it is possible to see, without long and careful 
thought, the bearings of it in all its relations to the multitudinous 
forms of contract that exist. One question that will arise is how 
far any particular contract is a totality for this purpose, or is 
severable into more than one contract. For instance, a man agrees 
to let me a horse and brougham for a year for so much, and to find 
me so much corn for the food of the horse per month, at so much a 
bushel. After making the contract, he announces that he will not 
provide the corn, but the hire of the horse and brougham continues. 
Would not the common sense of the thing be that I should forthwith 
be able to contract with another man for the supply of corn during the 
year, on the footing that the part of the contract relating to the 
corn is broken, and charge the difference as damages? But does 
it follow, because I adhere to the part of the contract relating to 
the hire of the horse, that the measure of \my damages must be 
calculated in accordance with the difference of the price of corn 
each month as each actual breach takes place? It may, perhaps, 
be said that the contract there is really two contracts, and not an 
entirety at all, but nice questions may arise in many cases on this 
doctrine. 

We do not for one moment venture to say that the con- 
clusions indicated by the Court of Appeal are wrong ; but, with 
all submission, we are not satisfied with grounds that depend so 
much on abstract terms, and it does not seem to us that the court 
got to the bottom of these questions, which are, we fear, reserved 
for the future torment of litigants. 








At the Bow-street Police Court, on the 16th inst., William Arnold, 
solicitor, of Town-hall Chambers, Southwark, was formally committed 
for trial on a charge of larceny as a bailee. 


On Saturday, on a case of Goosey v. Jardine being called on 
before Mr. Justice Hawkins, Mr. Wedderburn, on behalf of the 
defendant, applied for an adjournment on the ground that he 
was only holding the brief and had not had time to make him 
self acquainted with its contents. The learned judge, however, 
declined to allow any adjournment, and ruled that the case must pro- 
ceed. Mr. Grain having thereupon opened the case, and examined the 
plaintiff in chief, Mr. Wedderburn declined to cross-examine the 
plaintiff or to call witnesses. Mr. Wedderburn was proceeding 
to explain that Mr. Cock, the counsel for the defendant, was actually 
speaking in another court, when Mr. Cock appeared, and requested that 
he might be allowed to proceed with the case and cross-examine the 

laintiff. The learned judge said he would not allow anything of the 
ind. Here was a case in which the solicitor for the defendant was not 
present when it was called on, nor counsel; while Mr° Wedderburn, who 
was not in any way to blame, had not been allowed time to read the 
brief. He must say he thought it a scandalous disrespect to the court. 
Mr. Cock said he was sure his lordship would believe that no disrespect 
was intended. ‘The case stood last on the list, and he understood that it 
was not likely to be reached, and he himself had been obliged to attend 
to a case in another court, his leader being absent. Mr. Justice Hawkins. 
—That is no excuse for you here. for the plaintiff's sake, and as an 
extreme favour, I will allow you to proceed, but I do so under protest. 
Cases of this kind are becoming far too common, and I hope a system 
will soon be adopted by which counsel will be compelled to remain in 
one court, and thus prevent the business from being deranged. 
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REVIEWS. 


CROWN OFFICE RULES. 


Tux Crown OFFICE RULES AND Forms, 1886. By EDWARD MORTEN 
DANIEL, Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


Mr. Daniel gives the Queen’s printer’s copy of the new rules, pre- 
ceded by an introduction, in which he gives a concise summary of 
their leading provisions, explaining their object, and occasionally 
dealing with the general law on the subjects to which they relate. 
There is a full index, the headings of which are printed in unusually 
legible type. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


SOLICITORS’ CERTIFICATE DUTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.i 


Sir,—It is high time solicitors exerted themselves and got rid of 
this most iniquitous tax, the origin of which was to pay (in conjunction 
with other duties) the expenses of the American War. The tax 
having been levied with a definite object, and that object being 
gone, the tax should now disappear. The marvel to me is that the 
gs has submitted to pay it so long. As far as I know, no steps 

ave been taken by solicitors to free themselves from this tax since 
1794, when meetings were held. Now that we have an opportunity 
of moving in the matter let us make the most of it. The Incor- 
porated Law Society ought to call a meeting to support Mr. O’Hea. 

London, March 17, H. O. H. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, . 
Re DIXON, DIXON v. SMITH—C. A. No 2, 16th March. 


Marriep Woman—Marrizep Women’s Property Act, 1882, s. 5—Con- 
TINGENT INTEREST OF MAarrrep WoMAN BECOMING ABSOLUTE AFTER 
CommMEncEMENT oF Act—VorpABLE SETTLEMENT MADE BEFORE ACT. 


In this case a question arose upon section 5 of the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882. A testator by his will made in 1871 gave a seventh 
share of his estate to and amongst the children of his son W. who should 
attain the age of twenty-one, or in the case of daughters who should 
marry under that age. In 1879 one of W.’s daughters married, she being 
then under twenty-one, and a settlement was executed which included 
her interest under the will. She attained twenty-one in 1884, and then 
elected to avoid the setilement, and claimed to be entitled to her share as 
her separate property under section 5 of the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1883. acon, V.C., before the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Reid v. Reid (ante, p. 216), allowed the claim. The Court of Appeal 
(Corton, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. On the hearing 
of the appeal it was admitted that the case was governed by Reid v. Reid. 
But it was stated that the married woman had spent a part of the money 
which had been paid to her, and had invested the rest. She was willing 
to repay what she had invested; but she had no means of repaying the 
balance, as all her property was settled, and she was restrained from 
ee oe age The court declared that the married woman ought to repay 
the whole of what she had received to the trustees of the oillenens. but, 
she admitting that she had invested £7,000 of it, ordered her to pay the 
proceeds of the investments to the trustees, with liberty to them to apply 
to the Court of Appeal with respect to the repayment of the balance.— 
Counssn, Macnaghten, Q.C., and Borthwick ; Marten, Q.0., Kenyon Parker, 
and Methold. Soxicrrors, Philpot ¢ Son ; C. Mallam ; Grover § Humphreys. 


CANNING v. FARQUHAR-—C. A. No. 1, 6th March. 


Lirz Assurance — Insury To Heattu AFTER Proposat AND ACCEPTANCE 
or Lirz, suT BEFORE Payment or First Premrum—Neczssity For D1s- 
cLosuRE TO AssurANcE Oomrpany—Ruicut or Company To Rervse To 
Grant Pouicy. 


This was an action for breach of an alleged contract to gran 
of assurance for £2,000 upon the life of i S. Canning, aereneed.” The 
plaintiff was the administrator of Mr. Canning, and the defendants 
were the Sun Life Assurance Company sued the name of their 
chairman. It appeared that, in December, 1883, Canning was 
negotiating with the Sun Office through a Mr. Walters, with a 
view to insuring his life for £2,000. On December 7 a proposal 


form was filled up by Cnaning, in which the usual information was given 


as to his age, health, and antecedents. It was stipulated that the state- 
ments en pe were to be tohen te be the basis of the 
contract of insuranee. On the 14th of December the company wrote to 
Walters saying that Canning’s proposal had been accepted, but the letter 


contained a notification that no assurance was to take place until the 
annual premium, which was therein fixed at £47 18s. 4d., was paid. On 
January 5, 1884, Canning fell from some cliffs at the sea side, 
and was severely injured. He had previously arranged with 
Walters that the latter should pay the premium for him to the 
company, but, as a fact, such payment had not been made. On 
January 7 the company’s actuary wrote to say that if the first premium 
was not paid before the 14th, Canning would have to sign a certificate of 
health. On January 9 Walters went to the company’s office to pay the 
premium, but, being aware of Canning’s accident, before he tendered the 
amount he told the company what had happened. Thereupon they 
refused to accept the premium, saying, that the circumstances having 
altered, the company was not bound to grant the — Canning 
died on January 10. This action was accordingly brought. Pollock, 
B., before whom the case was tried, gave judgment for the de- 
fendant, and this decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal 
(Lord Esuer, M.R., Linpiry and Lorgs, L.JJ.) The Master or THE 
Rotts said that, at first, he had been eee by the proposition 
that there had been in this case « pro and an acceptance, and, there- 
fore, a contract between Canning and the Assurance Company. But when 
one came to consider the subject matter to which this language was 
applied the point required grave consideration. By a contract of life 
assurance the assurers in effect said, ‘‘ Taking your life to be at the 
beginning of the risk, we agree to insure you for a year.” @ moment 
at which the risk commences is the material moment, because the assur- 
rance is only for a year, and, therefore, that moment is the beginning of 
the year. Now, it was said that before the year ly began there was 
a binding contract by the company to grant the policy. But no person 
could tell what might be the state of his health to-morrow or next 
week. Neither could the company rely upon what might be said 
as to the condition of the man’s health in a month’s time. These 
considerations shewed that the statements made in the proposal 
for a life assurance were not contractual statements. Neither of 
the -_™ intended = —_, statements ay constitute a 
contract. at passed between the parties might us expressed. 
The one side said, ‘‘ Will you undertake to insure my life if I tender the 
premium within the specified time?” The other replied, ‘‘ Our present 
view is that, if you do so, we will insure your life.” The claim in this 
case was neither affirmatively nor n ively supported, for there was no 
authority in favour of th2.action, and not even a case in which such a 
claim had hitherto been made. But it did not follow that, if the premium 
had been offered to, and accepted by, the company, the contract would 
have been dependent upon the policy being drawn up. In such a case 
his lordship thought that, the moment the premium was paid, there 
would be a contract which could be enforced against the company. In 
this case Canning’s proposal did not fix the premium, and, therefore, the 
company’s letter of the 14th of December was a mere counter-proposition 
on their part. It was not enough that the statements made in the pro- 
posal should be true when made; they must also be true when the 
premium was offered, for that was the moment when the statements 
came into effect. If circumstances altered, the statements must also 
then be changed. Even had the fact of Canning’s accident been con- 
cealed, the contract would have been vitiated. As it was, the fact of the 
accident changed the basis of the contract and entitled the company to 
refuse to accept the premium or grant the policy. Therefore, the action 
failed, and the judgment of Pollock, B., must be affirmed. Liypiey and 
Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred, and the appeal was dismissed.— Couns81, Arthur 
Charies, Q.C., and Bray; E. Clarke, Q.C., and Jeune, Soxicrroxs, 
Crowdy, Son, § Parry ; Ford, Ranken, Ford, § Ford. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


WHITELEY v. LEAROYD—Bacon, V.C., 11th, 15th, and 16th March. 

Trustee anp Cesrvur Que Trustsnt—InvestwENtT—Power To Ixvest 1x 
Rear Securrrres—Trape— MortGack OF FREEHOLD BRICKYARD VALUED 
as A Gorse Concern—Liapmity ror Monzy Lost. 

In this case the question arose whether a power to invest in real 
securities authorized trustees to lend money on mortgage of premises, the 
value of which depended upon a trade there carried op. stees of a 
will with power to invest in real securities invested £3,000 on m ge of 
a freehold brickyard. An independent valuation was made, and the evi- 
dence also shewed that at that time the brickyard, with houses and 
machinery, was worth over £8,000, but all the surveyors estimated its 
value as & going concern. The trustees also invested £2,000 on mortgage 
of freehold cottages. Both properties had greatly depreciated in value. 
Bacon, V.C., said that the trustees had advanced — on the security of 
a trade, and that, as that was not authorized by the , they must refund 
the £3,000. On the other t the evidence shewed they had 
behaved as prudent men of business, and they were not answerable for 
the loss of the £2,000.——CounsgL, Marten, Q.C., and Seward Brice ; Hemming, 
Q.0., Forbes, Q.C., and Baker. Soxscrrors, Jackson ¢ Evans, for Jackson § 
Jackson, Middlesborough ; Mackenzie ¢ Rhodes, for Godfrey Rhodes, Halifax. 


THE NORTH CENTRAL WAGON CO. c. THE MANCHESTER, 
SHEFFIELD, AND LINCOLNSHIRE RAILWAY CO.—Bacon, 
V.C., 8th, 9th and 10th March. 


Bu or Sare—Hreamwe Acresment—Sraturony Foraw—Brius or Sait 
Acr, 1882, s. 9—Toris—Ramways Ciavsss Consotipatron Act, 1845, 
8. 97, 


In this action the plaintiffs claimed nine wagons which, they said, 
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to them, and had been wrongfully detained by the defendants. 
alleged that they had bought the wagons from the Blacker Co. 
then kased them to that company for three years at a fixed 
tal with an option to purchase for a nominal sum at the end of the 
, but that they were still owners of the wagons when the defendants 
them for unpaid tolls. The defendants insisted that the plaintiffs 
ever bought the wagons, nor been owners of them, and that the 
transaction was really a mortgage, and, therefore, void as not being in 
the form provided by the Bills of Sale Act, 1882. A further question 
arose—viz., whether the charges of the defendants against the Blacker 
Go. were tolls within the 97th section of the Railway Clauses Con- 
solidation Act, 1845, so as to entitle them to seize the wagons It 
— that the railway company charged for haulage and the use of 

line only, and that their accounts were sent in monthly; that the 
charges in respect of the nine wagons were for journeys previously made ; 
that: payment hai been demanded from the Blacker Co. in vain; 
and t at the time of seizure each wagon had on it a metal plate 
with the plaintiffs’ name and also the name of the Blacker Co. painted 
in large letters on the side. Bacon, V.C., on the first point, said that the 
transaction was simply a loan by the plaintiffs on the security of the 
Wagons, and was, therefore, void under the Bills of Sale Act, 1882. On 
the second point, his lordship said that the charges made by the defendants 
were clearly tolls within the 97th section, and that they had a right to 
seize the wagons as they did. Action dismissed with costs.—Counsz1, 
Rigby, Q.C., and Phipson Beale ; Henn Collins, Q.O., and C. A. Russell. 
Soxurcrrous, Ridsdale ¢ Son, for G. T. Barras, Rotherham; Cunliffes ¢ 
Davenport, for R. Lingard Monk, Manchester. 
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LONDON, &c., LOAN AND DISCOUNT CO. v. WALL—Chitty, J., 
12th March. 


R. 8. C., 1883, XV., 2, anp Decemper, 1885, LV., 54.—SumMons IN 
CuamBers—ForegcLosureE ACTION. 


This was a motion for foreclosure absolute. It was mentioned that the 
udgment nisi had been obtained in chambers under R. S. O.. 1883, XV., 
, in that respect following Smith v. Davies (33 W. R. 210, L. R. 28 Ch. D. 

650), before doubt had been cast upon that decision by the Court of 

peal in Blake v. Harvey (33 W. R. 602, L. R. 29 Ch. D. 827). Currry, 
J., said that his own opinion was unaltered as to the feasibility of 
making an order nisi under R. S. C., 1833, XV., 2, in chambers. But in 
deference to the opinion of Cotton, L.J., as appeared in Blake v. Harvey, 
he no longer made such orders in chambers. The difficulty had, how- 
ever, to some extent been obviated, because under R. S. C., December, 
1885, LV., 5a., the order could be made on originating summons. His 
lordship made the order as asked.—Counsex, Oswald. Soxtcrrors, G. J. 


§ P. Vanderpump. 





Re COLLINS, COLLINS v. COLLINS—Pearson, J., 17th March. 
InFant—MAInTENANCE—TRUST FOR ACCUMULATION. 


The question in this case was whether infants, who, under the will of a 
testator, were contingently entitled to the residue of his estate, could be 
allowed maintenance, notwithstanding the fact that the testator had 
directed the income of his estate to be accumulated for a period of twenty- 
one years. The testator devised his dwelling-house and some cottages to 
his cousin, Francis Collins, for life, whom he allowed to charge the rest of 
his estate with £1,000 a year to be paid to himself for life, and, after the 
decease of Francis Collins, the testator gave the dwelling-house, cottages, 
and £1,000 a year to Jane Oollins, his sister-in-law. After directing the 
accumulation of the income, he gave his residue to his nephew, W. F. 
Collins, for life, and, after his death, to his children in tail male, and then 
he devised the same to his nephew, James Collins, for life, and then to his 
nephew, Archibald Collins, in tail male, these nephews being children of 
Jane Collins. She had those three sons and five daughters. The testa- 
tor’s property was of considerable value, a large part of it being personal 
estate. The three sons of Jane Collins, who were infants, applied by 
summons asking that £2,000 a year might be paid out of the income to 
their mother for their maintenance and education. Pzarson, J., granted 
the application. He said that the leading case on the subject was Re 
Allan, Havelock v. Havelock (L. R. 17 Ch. D. 807), decided by 
Malins, V.C. His lordship thought the ground of that and similar 
decisions was that, where a testator had made a provision for a 

—that is, the children of a particular stirys in succession or 

but had postponed the enjoyment of the property by 

a trust for accumulation, either for a particular purpose or for the 
increase of the estate—nevertheless, it was to be presumed he did not 
intend that those children should be left unprovided for, or so that they 
could not be educated properly for the position and fortune which he 
desired them to have. The court had accordingly, from the earliest 
held that where an heir was unprovided for maintenance ought to 

be allowed for him. Lord Hardwicke extended that principle to 
children, and his decision had been accepted and followed by the 
most eminent judges, down to Havelock v. Havelock. His lordship 
thought:'the principle a sound one: He thought that, in ac- 
ceding to the present apuiiontion, the court would be only doing 
what the testator himself intended should be done and must have 
1 if he was a sensible man. Having regard to all the circumstances 

of the case, he did not think that £2,000 a year was too large an allow- 
ance to , because the total income, he was told, amounted to from 
£8,000 to £10,000 a year, and, even if it were only £5,000 a year, the 
person who was to possess that income ought to receive that education 








which would fit him for the position he was to hold, and the court ought 
to put him in such a state socially that the property would really bea 
benefit to him when he got it rather than aninjury. He thought the proper 
order was to direct the trustees to pay £2,000 a year to Jane Collins for 
the maintenance of her three sons till further order; that would 
enable her also to provide for her daughters, provided that the sons were 
properly educated and maintained.—Covunsg1, Everitt, Q.O., and Vaughan 
Hawkins ; Charles Browne. Soutcrrors, Farrer § Co. ; Paterson, Snow, § 
Co. 





PRIMROSE PRESS AGENCY COMPANY v. MARK KNOWLES AND 
OTHERS—Kay, J., 11th March. 


CoryrigHt—TRADE-Mark—Novet Comprnation—‘‘ Cuurcu Anp Sratr” 
—PvuBLICATION— INJUNCTION. 


The action was brought by the SE of a weekly newspaper, called 
Church and State, to restrain the defendants from printing and publishing 
@ newspaper under the same name. The facts of the case were as follow :— 
On the 24th of December, 1885, the defendants registered a newspaper at 
Stationers’ Hall under the name of Church and State. » The plaintiffs, on 
the 1st of January, 1886, also registered a newspaper at Stationers’ Hall 
under the same name, and on the 2nd of January they published their 
first number, of which, according to their evidence, 1,000 copies were 
sold. On the 16th of January, 1886, the defendants published and sold the 
first number of their paper, entitled Church and State, and on the 7th of 
February they published their second number. Since the beginning of 
this action, the defendants had issued a number of their paper under the 
style of Church and State. It appeared that previously to these events 
there had been negotiations going on between the parties for the publica- 
tion of a newspaper to be called Church and State, and to be brought out 
by them jointly, but these negotiations fell through. There was a conflict 
of evidence between Martin and Johnson as to whether the suggestion of 
the name originated with the plaintiffs or with the defendants. The 
plaintiffs now moved for an injunction. Kay, J., said that, upon the 
evidence, he came to the conclusion that the suggestion as to the use of 
the name originated with Martin, and that whatever credit belonged to 
the suggestion must be attributed to him. It was impossible, however, to 
say that the words ‘‘Church and State’? were a novel combination of 
words, or that there was the slightest invention in putting these words 
together, and, according to the decision in Dicks v. Yates (29 W. R. 135, 
L. R. 18 Ch. D. 76), it was impossible to obtain for a combination of words 
so well known anything in the nature of a copyright. Then the question 
were, first, whether there was any right in the plaintiffs in the nature of a 
trade-mark; and, secondly, whether the case was one in which the court, in 
the exercise of its discretionary jurisdiction, oughtto interfere by injunction. 
Anything in the nature of a trade-mark could only be acquired, as was 
decided in Maxwell v. Hogg (15 W. R. 84, L. R. 2 Ch. 307), by sale of the 
article in the market. It appeared to his lordship that Johnson, in 
registering the newspaper, desired to steal a march on Martin; buthe had 
not thereby anything in the nature of a property for the purpose ofa 
trade-mark. The plaintiffs, on the other hoe ie actually published their 
newspaper and sold 1,000 copies. There had not been any bad faith on 
the part of Martin towards Johnson, and the former had a better right 
than the latter to the use of the trade name. There would, 
therefore, be an injunction in the terms asked.—CovunszL, Robinson, 
Q.C., and Colquhoun ; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Archibald Allen; W. A. 
Bewes ; Brickdale. Soutcrrons, Clift ; Hartley, Ross, § Abdale. 


LOVATT v. THE OXFORDSHIRE eae ilat CO.—North, J., 13th 
March. 


R. S. C., 1883, XLIX., 8—ConsotrpaTion—WInDING-UP PETITION AND 
AcTIon BY DEBENTURE-HOLDERS. 


This was an action by debenture-holders of a company to realize their 
security. The company was in liquidation. The plaintiffs asked that 
the action might be consolidated with the winding up. Rule 8 of order 
49 provides that ‘‘ Causes or matters pending in the same division may 
be consolidated by order of the court or a judge in the manner in use 
before the commencement of the principal Act in the superior courts of 
common law.’’ Norrn, J., said that he had never heard of an action and 
a winding up being consolidated, and he did not see his way to making 
such an order, nor that any practical advantage would result from it. If 
the parties desired to keep down the costs they could easily do so. He 
would give leave to adopt the p 8 in the winding up.—CovunsEL, 
A, Beddall ; Vernon R. Smith. Sourcrrors, W. Rogers ; J. B. Looker. 


DAVIES v. WRIGHT—North, J., 13th March. 


Morrcace—Forgrciosure Action—OrpeEr ror Sate—Oonpvuct or SaLe— 
Szcuriry ror Costs or SaLe—Conveyanoine Agr, 1881, s. 25. 


This was the hearing of an action for the foreclosure of an equitable 
mortgage, and the questions were, who should have the conduct of the 
sale, and whether security should be given for the costs. The parties 
were agreed that an order for sale should be made, and that the judge 
should determine whether the plaintiff or the defendant should have the 
conduct of the sale. The pluintiff asked that, if the conduct of the sale 
was given to the defendant, he might be ordered to give security 
for the costs of the sale, in the exercise of the power given to the court 
by section 25 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and in accordance with the 
decision of Fry, J., in Woolley v. Coleman (L. R. 21 Ch. D. 169, 26 Soxtct- 
rors’ JouRNAL, 493), In that case the action was brought by a mortgagor 
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for the redemption of a number of mortgages, and he asked for an order 
for sale. e first and second mortgagees objected; the subsequent 
mortgagees consented. Fry, J., made an order for sale, and gave the 
conduct of the sale to the mortgagor, on the ground that he was more 
interested than the mortgagees in obtaining a good price for the property. 
His lordship fixed the reserved price at an amount sufficient to cover 
what was due on the first and second m , and he required the 
mortgagor to give security for the costs of the sale. Nonrtu, J., said that 
he did not see any reason why the mortgagor, if he was selling the prop- 
erty himself, should give security for the costs of the sale. He would 
have to pay those costs himself; the mortg would not be liable for 
them, and his security would not be . If the mo or was 
insisting on the mortgagee selling, instead of foreclosing, his lordship 
could understand his being required to give security for the costs. As to 
the conduct of the sale, he was not satisfied that Woolley v. Coleman was 
in point, because there the mo r was the plaintiff in the action, but, 


as the parties had agreed to leave the matter to him, he would give the 
conduct to the mortgagor, because he had a greater interest than the 
mortgagee in obtaining the best price at the sale. The sale would be 
out of court, but the proceeds of sale must be paid into court.—CounsEL, 
FP. T. Procter ; Bardswell. Soxricrrors, Cole ¢ Jackson ; Burton, Yeates, 
Go. 


DAVIES +». HODGSON—North, J., 13th March. 


AppromntMENT oF New Trustezs—APPoInTMENT OF ExisTinG TRUSTEES IN 
PLACE OF THEMSELVES AND A Bankrupt Trustez—Trustge Act, 1850, 
ss. 32, 34, 


This was a petition for the appointment of new trustees of a settlement, 
the question being whether the court would appoint three trustees to be 
the sole trustees, in the place of themselves and a fourth trustee who had 
been adjudicated a bankrupt and had absconded, it being now the settled 
practice (vide In re Martyn (L. R. 26 Ch. D. 745, 28 Soxrcrrors’ Journal, 
563), In re Lamb's Trusts (L. R. 28 Ch. D. 77, 29 Sonrcrrors’ Journat, 8) ) 
not in general to make such an appointment when the trust is a con- 
tinuing one. In the present case the petition was presented in an action 
brought by one of the cestwis que trustent to execute the trusts of the settle- 
ment. There were four trustees, and one of them had been adjudicated 
a bankrupt and had absconded. The settlement contained a power to 
appoint new trustees, and provided that on any appointment the number 
of id oe be augmented or reduced. pa trust ae canto 

y in sper. ag A thy 9 ee arth e mo’ es 
ing vested in the four trustees. The remainder of ‘the f was in- 
vested in some stocks, which stood in the names of the four trustees. The 
plaintiff alleged that the mortgages, or some of them, were insufficient 
securities, and that the bankrupt trustee had acted fraudulently, and the 
plaintiff claimed a declaration that the three other trustees, who were the 
only defendants, were bound to make good any loss which might accrue 
on the mortgages. Issue had not yet been joined in the action, but an 
order had been made by Pearson, J., giving liberty to the defendants to 
callin two of the mortgages. After that order was made the defendants 
gave notice to call in these two mortgages. One of the notices had ex- 
pired, and the other would expire in June, 1886. The petition was 
presented in the action (with the leave of the court) by the defendants, 
praying that they might be appointed trustees of the settlement in the 
te of bow aed 7 ~-A bankrupt, and aaeee g oe as to _ 
mortgage debts and the estate in the m pro es, and as 
to the stocks, The Yaar o stated that, owing to the pendency of the 
action, no one coul 
bankrupt. The object was to enable the three trustees to give a receipt 
for the mortgage moneys and to reconvey the 1 estate in tke mort- 
gaged properties. Norru, J., — that, under the exceptional cir- 
cumstances of the case, he might make the appointment as asked. But 
the defendants must undertake to pay the mortgage money, when they 
had received it, into court, and to transfer the stocks into court.—CevunskEL, 
Barber, Q.0., and H. Fellows; Renshaw. Soticrrors, Ravenscroft, Hills, § 
Woodward ; C. H. Hodgson: 


Re FINDLAY—North, J., 13th March, 


Ivrant—Lecacy-—MainTENANCE—ST0OcK INVESTED IN SoLE Naz oF INFANT 
—VESTING RIGHT TO TRANSFER IN GUARDIAN—TRUusTEE Act, 1850, s. 2— 
Trustge Extension Act, 1852, s. 3. 


In this case the question was whether, under section 3 of the Trustee 
Extension Act, 1852, the right to transfer a sum of stock, which stood in 
the sole name of an infant (the stock having been hased with the 
pee ds of a legacy — to the infant by the will of her father), could 

vested in her guardian. Section 3 of the Trustee Extension Act, 1852, 
provides that, ‘‘ when any infant shall be solely entitled to any stock upon 
any trust, it shall be lawful for the Court of Chancery to make an order 
vesting in an mor persons the right to transfer such stock or to 
receive the dividends or income thereof.’’ And section 2 of the Trustee 
Act, 1850, provides that the words ‘‘trust’’ and “trustee” ‘‘ shall ex- 
tend to and include cases where the trustee has some beneficial estate or 
interest in the subject of the trust.’? The infant’s father was a domiciled 
Scotchman, and he made his will in Scotland in the Scotch form, and died 
in Scotland. In May, 1884, on the petition of the infant, the Court of 
Seseion in Scotland appointed a curator bonis to her. The 80 
appointed received the legacy to which the infant was entitled, and in- 
vested it in the purchase of some colonial stock, which was transferable 
at the Bank of England, the stock being transferred into the sole name of 


be found to accept the trusts in the place of the P 





the infant. This sum of stock was her only property, and the income 
derived from it was not sufficient to provide for her maintenance and 
education. In January, 1885, the Court of Session authorized the ewrator 
bonis to advance from time to time sums out of the capital, not exceeding 
in all £100, for the purpose of supplementing the infant’s income, and 
enabling her to be properly edi The present petition was presented 
by the infant, by the curator bonis as her next friend, asking that the right 
to transfer £100, part of the colonial stock, might vest in the next friend, 
and that he might be at to sell and transfer the same, and to apply 
the eae towards the tenance or education of the infant; that 
the dividends already accrued on the stock, and those which would accrue 
during the minority of the infant, might be paid to the next friend, he 
undertaking to apply them in or towards her maintenance or education, 
and that he ht be appointed her guardian. The question was whether 
the infant could be treated as a ‘‘ trustee’’ of stock of which she was the 
sole beneficial owner. Reliance was placed on Gardner v. Cowles (L. R. 3 
Ch. D. 304) and Re Harwood (L. R. 20 Ch. D. 536). In Gardner v. Cowles, 
a testator bequeathed a legacy to each of his children, and directed his 
executors to stand possessed of his residuary estate in trust for all his 
children, the shares of those under fe Song to be invested in the names 
of the executors and paid to the c at twenty-one or marriage. 
The will contained trusts for the maintenance and education of the infant 
children, and for accumulation for their benefit. The executors invested 
the legacies and shares of the infant children in the joint names of them- 
selves and the infants respectively. The.executors both dead, Hall, 
V.C., made an order vi the right to transfer the funds respectively 
in the administratrix of the last surviving executor. In Re Harwood, the 
share of an infant in the personal estate of its father, who had died in- 
testate, had been invested by the widow, who was the administratrix, in 
the joint names of herself, the infant, and the grandfather of the infant. 
The widow being dead, Hall, V.C., made an order vesting the right to 
transfer the stock in the grandfather alone. Ultimately, Norru, J., 
made the order asked for, declaring the infant a trustee, though he 
expressed some doubt whether the bank would act upon it. He 
thought that Gardner v. Cowles was directly in point, though in that 
case the will contained a clear trust for the maintenance of the infant, 
which gave her an interest as trustee. There was no clearly corres- 
ponding trust in the present case, but the order of the Scotch court 
per os to have put a construction on the will which amounted to 
the same thing, and this made the case sufficiently like Gardner v. 
Cowles to justify him in following that case.—Covnse1, Methold. Soxici- 
tors, Travers-Smith § Braithwaite. 


WEBB v. SHAW (FAULKNER AND BRADBURN, CLAIMANTS)— 
Q. B. D., 6th March. 


InTERPLEADER Summons—SumMary Orper or Mastgr—RicGut or APPEAL 
—R. 8S. C., 1883, LIV., 12; LVII., 8, 11—Common Law Procepurg 
Act, 1860, s. 17—Arrg.uate Jurispiction Act, 1876, s. 20. 


In this case there was a question as to the right of appeal from an order 
made by a master on an interpleader summons. Rule 8 of order LVII. 
provides that, on an interpleader summons, ‘‘the court or a judge may, 
with the consent of both claimants, or on the request of any claimant, if, 
having regard to the value of the subject matter in dispute, it seems 
desirable so to do, dispose of the merits of their claims and decide the 
same in a summary manner and on such terms as may be just.” And, by 
rule 11, ‘“‘ Except where otherwise provided by statute, the judgment in 
any action or on any issue ordered to be tried or stated in an interpleader 
roceeding, and the decision of the court or a judge in a summary way, 
under rule 8 of this order, shall be final conclusive against the 
claimants, and all persons claiming under them, unless by special leave 
of the court or a judge, as the case may be, or of the Court of A ted 
And, by rule 12 of order LIV., ‘‘In the Queen’s Bench Division a 
master... may transact all such business and exercise all such authority 
and jurisdiction in respect of the same as, under the Acts or there 
rules, may be transacted or exercised by a judge at chambers,” with 
certain exceptions which it is not necessary to mention. Section 17 
of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1860, provided that ‘“‘ the 
Ne eae tee manner”’ (in inter- 
pleader proceedings) ‘‘ shall final and concl against = 
and all persons by, from, and under them.”’ And, b 20 
of the A we Jurisdiction Act, 1876, “‘ Where, by Act of liament, 
it is provided that the decision of any court or judge, the jurisdiction of 
which court or judge is transferred to the High dourt of Justice, is to be 
final, an ap) shall not lie in any such case from the decision of the 
High Court of Justice, or of any judge thereof, to her Majesty’s Court of 
Appeal.” In the present case the tiff recovered j ent and issued 
execution against the defendant for £24; and, on the sheriff attemp 
to levy, a claim was made by the trustees of a creditor’s deed execu’ 
by the defendant, who were in of the defendant’s s under 
that deed. The sheriff took out an interpleader summons. summons 
was heard by a master, and he held that the deed was bad as against the 
plaintiff, and made an order barring the claimants, but gave leave to 
appeal to the judge. The appeal was heard by Field, J. e objection 
was taken that he had no jurisdiction, and that the decision of the master 
was final. Field, J., held that he had jurisdiction, and he reversed the 
decision of the master, holding that the deed was binding on the 
plaintiff. The plaintiff —_— to a divisional court (Marnew and A. L. 
Situ, JJ.), who dismissed the appeal. They were of opinion that rule 11 
of order LVII. was not wlird vires; that it dealt with a matter of pro- 
cedure, and that the framers of the rules had power, when constituting a 
new tribunal, by rule 12 of order LIV., to give a right of appeal, with 
leave. Section 17 of the Common Law Procedure Act of 1860 did not 
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prevent an appeal. The decision in Waterhouse v. Gilhert (L. R. 15 
Q. B. D. 569) had been relied on; but, as appeared more clearly from 
the report in 54 L. J.C. L. 440, the decision of the divisional court in 
that case was mainly founded upon the fact that the parties had agreed 
that there should be no appeal.—CovnseL, Bosanquet, Q.C., and Hickey ; 
Manby. Sortcrrors, Lane, Fagge, § Andrews. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
TATUM ve. TATUM—C. A. No. 2, 17th March. 
Soricrror—Personat Liasriity To pay Costs—Form or APPLICATION. 


This was a divorce action, and the appeal was brought by the wife 
from the refusal of Butt, J., to order the payment of her costs out of a 
sum which the husband had paid into court as security for her costs. On 
the opening of the appeal the preliminary objection was taken that no 
ap lay, the costs being in the discretion of the judge, reference being 
made to section 51 of the Divorce Act of 1857, section 49 of the Judica- 
ture Act of 1873, and rule 159 of the Divorce Court Rules. The court 
(Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) held that there could be no appeal. The 
husband’s counsel then asked that the wife’s solicitor might be ordered to 
pay the costs of the appeal personally, urging that he was the real 
litigant, and that the appeal, though it was brought in the name of the 
wife, was brought in his interest only. The Court refused the applica- 
tion. Corron, L.J., said that he did not intend to decide whether, ona 
proper application against him, the solicitor could be ordered to pay the 
costs personally. But the apne application was in form made by the 
wife, and though it might be really the solicitor’s appeal—and his lord- 
ship had no doubt of the jurisdiction of the court to make the order 
asked for on a proper application—it would be wrong to make it on the 

resent motion. Bowen, L.J., agreed, but gave no opinion as to the 
urisdiction of the court. Fry, L.J., said that, if the respondent had 
given a counter-notice of motion, possibly the order could have been 
made.—Counset, G. M. Cohen; Morton Smith. Soxtcrror, G. B. Howard. 


Re NELSON, SON, & HASTINGS.—C.A. No. 2, 17th March. 
Costs—Taxation—Casu Account—Covuntry Soticrror anp Lonpon AGENT. 


In this case, an order having been made for the taxation of a bill of costs 
delivered to a country solicitor by his London agents, a question arose as 
to the allowance of an item in the cash account delivered by the London 
agents. Messrs. Nelson, Son, & Hastings had, from 1877 to 1884, acted 
as the London agents of Mr. Charles Norton, a solicitor at Swansea. They 
delivered to him at the end of each year a bill of costs for that year. They 
also delivered to him during the period several cash accounts, which shewed 
for each year, on the one side, all sums of money received by them from 
him, or on his account, in the different matters in which they had acted 
for him, and, on the other side, the payments which they had made to 
him, or on his account, in those matters ; and also (in lump sums) the 
amounts of the coste which they claimed from him in those matters 
respectively. On the termination of the agency he applied for the taxation 
of all the bills of costs delivered during the whole period, but Pearson, J., 
held (L. R. 30 Ch. D. 1, 29 Sortcrrors’ Journat, 421) that the bills which 
been delivered for more than twelve months could not be taxed, and that 
only the 1884 bill could be taxed; and this decision was affirmed by the 
Court of Appeal (L. R. 30 Ch. D. 11, 29 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 519). The 
order of the Court of Appeul directed that Nelson, Son, & Hastings should 
give credit for all sums of money received by them for or on account of 
Norton, and that they should be at liberty to charge all sums of mon 
paid by them to or on account of Norton. On the taxation under th 
order a question arose as to an item of £148 11s. 8d. in the cash account 
of Nelson, Son, & Hastings. Among the matters in which they had acted 
for Norton was an administration action of Rhodes v. Jenkin, to which 
Norton was himself a defendant, as a trustee of the will of the testator. 
In their cash account they had charged Norton with the costs which they 
claimed st him in that action, and these costs were included 
in the delivered to him before 1884, of which the taxation 
had been refused. These costs had been, on the application of 
Nelson, Son, & ings, taxed in that action as between solicitor 
and client, and they received out of the funds in court in 
that action the amount found due on the taxation, and the amount so 
received by them was entered in their cash account for the year 1883. 
The sum allowed on that taxation was less by £148 11s. 8d. than the 
amount which they had charged against Norton in their bills previously 
delivered to him, and for this sum Norton claimed to have credit given 
to him in the cash account upon the taxation of the 1884 bill. The taxing 
master thought that he was precluded by the previous decision of the 
Court of Appeal from allowing this sum to be credited to Norton, and his 
view was adopted by Pearson, J., who said that to allow the claim would 
be Te nmone d to direct a taxation of those bills between Nelson, Son, 
& gs and Norton, which the Court of Appeal had decided could 
not be taxed. This decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Corron, 
Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.). It was urged that, though the taxation was 
limited to the bill of 1884, the order imposed no limit to the taking of 
the cash account, and that a solicitor could not retain against his client 
more than the amount of his bill as taxed as between solicitor and client. 
Corrox, LJ., said that he had —_ difficulty in seeing how the 
£148 11s. 8d. came within the terms of the order for taxation. But, inde- 


ly of that, he thought there was a fatal objection to the claim. 
Finis court had already decided that the bills of costs between Nelson, 





and Norton, which included the costs in Rhodes y, 
lication was 


Son, & 
It was said that 


_& Hastings 

Jenkin, could not now be taxed, and the present a 
an attempt to get the benefit of a taxation of those bills. 
a solicitor had no right to retain as against his client more than the 
taxed amount of his costs. But the taxation in Rhodes v. Jenkin was to 
enable the solicitors to obtain payment of their costs out of the funds in 
court, and it was quite possible that, as against those funds, items might 
not be allowed which would be allowed as between the solicitor and the 
chent. At any rate, the bills of which taxation had been refused must be 
treated as finally settled as between Nelson, Son, & Hastings and Norton, 
Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsgt, Cookson, Q.C., and Levett ; 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and R. Wallace. Soricrrors, Ellis, Munday, § Bartrum ; 
Nelson & Son. 


Re F. HILL (A SOLICITOR)—Kay, J., 13th March. 


Soxicrrok AND CLIENT—RETAINER—INVESTIGATIONS PREVIOUS TO RETAINER 
—Aporrion py Cirent—OCosrs. 


The question arose in this case whether a solicitor was entitled to charge 
for investigations undertaken by him previous to retainer, the benefit of 
which had been adopted by his client. In 1866 Elizabeth Robey, a 
lunatic, died intestate, entitled to a sum of about £11,000, which was 
standing to the credit of the lunacy. Messrs. Head & Hill, a firm of 
solicitors, made an independent investigation with a view of ascertaining 
who were the next of kin of the intestate. These inquiries, which were 
admitted to have been of an expensive character, were successful. Having 
obtained this information, Messrs. Head & Hill communicated with Robert 
Tharle, one of the next of kin, who on their advice took out letters of 
administration to the estate of intestate. On the 6th of March, 1884, 
Robert Tharle signed an agreement by which he undertook, on the part 
of himself and the other next of kin, to pay Messrs. Head & Hill their 
costs of making the preliminary inquiries. On the 5th of September, 
1884, Robert Tharle, by a further agreement, agreed to pay Messrs. 
Head & Hill the sum of £209 in satisfaction of out-of-pocket 
expenses incurred by them in tracing out, investigating, and ascertaini 
the respective titles of the next of kin, in addition to other costs. 
agreement, like the previous one, was only signed by R. Tharle. In 
pursuance of this agreement Tharle paid Messrs. Head & Hill the sum of 
£516 10s. 104., and proceeded to distribute the residue of the fund — 
the persons entitled. In 1884 Jane Blow, one of the next of kin, tool 
out, by a separate solicitor, a summons to tax Messrs. Head & Hill’s costs. 
An order to tax was made by consent, dated the 22nd of December, 1884, 
The taxing master disallowed the sum of £337 3s. 5d. for Fey 
expenses, and, in his answers to objections, stated that Messrs. Head 
& Hill had undoubtedly spent much time, and incurred considerable 
expense, in prosecuting the inquiries, but that they did this as a specula- 
tion, and without a retainer. He, therefore, disallowed these charges and 
disbursements, being of opinion that they were not chargeable against the 
funds in the hands of R. Tharle as istrator without the consent of 
all the beneficiaries. Messrs. Head & Hill now —— to have their 
objections to the taxing master’s certificate allowed. Kay, J., said it was 
clear that the agreements were not binding within the Solicieors 
Act, 1870 (83 & 34 Vict. c. 28, s. 4), under which it was necessary 
that the ment should be signed by both parties: Re Lewis, Ex parte 
Munro (24 W. R. 1017, L. R. 1 Q. B. D. 724). Messrs. Head & Hill could, 
therefore, have no claim for payment of these preliminary expenses, unless 
and until they had obtained some order to that effect. They must, there- 
fore, pay into court the amount overpaid to them, and his lordship would 
then direct an inquiry whether they were entitled to any, and if so, to 
what remuneration for these F spans investigations, and would direct 
the order to be served upon the next of kin. The costs of the application 
must be paid by Messrs. Head & Hill.—Counser, Oswald; Pochin; 
Chadwyck Healey. Sorscrtons, Head § Hill; Rice ¢ Burnett ; Sole, Turner, 
§ Knight, for H. R. Hooper, Newport. 








SOCIETIES. 


EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
The annual Dene meeting of the Equity and Law Life Assurance 


Society was held at the society’s offices, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, on Tuesday, 
Mr. J. Moxon Cranon, the chairman, presiding. 

The report which was laid before the meeting stated that the total 
amount assured during the year had been £440,540, of which £364,096 
had been retained by the society, and the rest reassured, the number of 
policies being 297. The new premiums amounted to £14,694 2s. 5d., of 
which £1,458 6s. 2d. was paid away, leaving*a net receipt of 
£13,235 16s. 3d. This was asmaller amount than that for last year, the 
single premiums being much smaller; but, on the other hand, the amount 
of new renewable premiums had increased. The amount of renewal 

remiums, £135,759 2s. 1d., shewed a considerable increase after allowip 
or the sums received in commutation of jums. The amount receiv 
for interest and dividends was £66,999 4s. 8d., which shewed an increase 
of £1,716 4s. 6d. The claims had amounted, with bonus, to 
£115,004 14s. This amount, though — as compared with the amount 
of _ years, was still materially under the expectation. The claims had 
fallen on old lives, and the bonuses in those cases in which none had been 
surrendered had amounted to £28,289 in respect of £54,322 assured. The 
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sum of £47,310 17s. had been paid away as cash bonus. This was always 
a heavy item in the year of declaration of bonus. There was also a 
heavy item of annuities paid, no longer balanced, as before, by the 
receipt of consideration money. The mortgages and investments of the 
society, excluding reversions, produced an average rate of £4 8s. 6d. per 
cent. perannum. During the past year a new pros had been pre- 

which was now in circulation. Very considerable additional advan- 
tages had been given to the assured, which it was hoped would stimulate 
business. 

‘The CuarnMan, in moving the adoption of the report and balance-sheet, 
said that he could not help looking back to the time when he first joined the 
society, when the accumulated fund amounted to £80,000 in addition to 
the capital, and comparing it with the position the society now occupied, 
with a reserve fund of upwards of £2,000,000. He could not help also 
recalling to their minds the very large bonus the directors had been able 
to declare and the large reserve they had retained after making 
that bonus. The best test of the success of the society was its 
annual premiums, and it was very remarkable to see how they had pro- 

. In the year 1881 the annual premiums were £8,249; in 1882 
they were £9,159; in 1883, £9,673; in 1884, £11,478; and in 1885, 
£11,999. The question would | -wnag sd arise, ‘‘ How is it, then, that our 
funds have not increased ?’’ ere had never been a year in which there 
had not been a considerable increase, but this year there was no increase, 
for the simple reason of the large amount the society paid in cash bonuses. 
They had paid nearly £50,000 in cash bonuses in addition to 
the large amount of £3,000 or £4,000 which they had ceased to 
receive’ as being the reduction of premiums, and the large sums added 
to the policies. There was one other reason—the society had ceased to 
grant annuities, and therefore that item had disappeared from the 
receipts. That was the reason they had not added to the reserve fund this 
year. They would observe that the mortgages had increased by £121,000. 
The society had had a very considerable sum in hand at the end of the 
year generally, but last year they had no such sum in hand, as they had 
invested everything. The same care which the directors took in accepting 
lives had also been exercised in regard to investments. Every investment 
was brought before the board and canvassed in minute detail, and he 
believed they would stand comparison with those of any other large 
society. They had set aside £90,000 for the future, but not because they 
wanted it for investments. Passing to another point, he asked what 
happened to a man who at the age of insured in the office for 
£1,000, paying a premium of £24 8s. 4d. At the end of ten years the 
premiums accumulated and interest at four per cent. came to £305. If he 
were to die at that moment his executors would have £1,211, and the gain 
would be £906. At the end of thirty years premiums and interest would 
be £1,425, and the executors would receive £1,819, a gain of £394; but at 
the end of forty years the premiums with interest would amount to £2,413, 
and the executors would only get £2,169, and in most instances the society 
found it had made a profit. In conclusion he paid a high compliment to 
the staff, to whom the directors were very much indebted. 

The Derury-Cuarrman (Mr. H. F. Brisrowr, Q.C., Vice-Chancellor of 
the Duchy of Lancaster), seconded the motion, which was carried unani- 


mously. 

On the motion of Mr. Boop1z, seconded by Mr. Criarxe, the retiring 
directors, Messrs. Dunster, Ingram, Raikes, and Saunders, were re-elected. 

On the motion of Mr. Harcrove, seconded by Mr. Turngr, the retiring 
auditors, Messrs. Bailey and Pitcairn, were re-elected. 

A resolution of thanks to the directors, and that they be voted £3,000 
for their services, was moved by Mr, Francrs, seconded by Mr. James, and 
unanimously agreed to. 

Mr. H. Broveuton moved, and Mr. Perrin seconded, a resolution of 
thanks to the auditors, and that they be voted thirty guineas each for 
their services. This was to. 

The Cuarrman moved a vote of thanks to the staff, which was seconded 
by Mr. Devzratt, and cordially agreed to. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman, moved by Mr. Pircarrn, and seconded 
by Mr. Perrin, terminated the proceedings. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


On Monday last Mr. Kains Jackson opened his motion, ‘‘That, in the 
opinion of this house, the political economy should be refounded upon a 
socialistic basis,’? in a very a in which he laid down 
eight points representing, according to definition, the true socialistic 
programme of the day. Mr. Common, pleading surprise, contended that 
the motion should be — y the — meaning attaching to the word 
socialistic, and not by the highly-elaborated standard set up by Mr. 
Kains Jackson. Mr. Holmes Gore, a member of the Fabian Society, 
mer the opener in an earnest speech, pointing out that socialism 
did not n mean social democracy, but was only the opponent of 
the doctrine of individualism. He was followed by Mr. Batt, Mr. W. J. 
Ball, Mr. Ramsdale, and others, all of wtom oppored the motion, which 
was lost by six votes. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The debate on the 16th inst. was upon the following question, which 
produced an unusually animated discussion :—“ The plaintiff was tenant 


in possession of certain premises which he held of the defendant, and the 
latter distrained for rent. The bailiff loyed to make the distress 
found-a window y open, but not sufficiently so to admit of his 
thereby entering the house. By direction of the defendant the bailiff 
raised the window, and so obtained access to the house, and opened the 
front door. Distress was then made. The county court judge held that 
the entry so made was not illegal, and his judgment was upheld by the 
Queen’s Bench Division. Was this decision wrong?’’ The debate was 
opened in the affirmative by Mr. Windus, and in the negative by Mr. 
R. C. J. Swinhoe. The opener was supported by Messrs. Douglas, 
Holmes Gore, Fox, and Jones, and Mr. Swinhoe by Messrs. E. Todd, 
McNab, Oldham, Brightman, Crawford, Bower, and Allen. The opener 
having replied, the chairman summed up the question, which was 
decided in the negative by a majority of five. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. RALPH AUGUSTUS BENSON. 


Mr. Ralph Augustus Benson, barrister, who was for many years 4 
metropolitan police magistrate, died at his residence, 11, Montague-square, 
on the llth inst. Mr. Benson was the eldest son of Mr. Moses George 
Benson, of Lutwyche Hall, Shropshire, and was born in 1828. He was 
educated at Winchester, and at Christ Church, Oxford. He was called 
to the bar at the Inner Temple, in Hilary Term, 1854, and he _practised 
for several years on the Oxford Circuit. He was appointed recorder of the 
borough of Shrewsbury in 1866, and in the following year he was 
appointed a magistrate at the Thames Police Court. A few years 
later he was transferred to the Southwark Court, where he sat until 
his retirement from the bench in 1879. Mr. Benson was a magistrate for 
Shropshire. He was an unsuccessful candidate in the Conservative 
interest for R: in 1865, and for Wenlock in 1880. Mr. Benson had 
been for the last few years chairman of the Church Stretton Board of 
Guardians. He was married in 1860 to the only daughter of Mr. Charles 
Robert Cockerell, R.A. 


—_——- 


MR, CHARLES NEWMAN. 


Mr. Charles Newman, solicitor, of Barnsley, died on the 11th inst. Mr. 
Newman was the second son of Mr. Edward Newman, solicitor, of 
Barnsley, and was born in 1829. He was admitted a solicitor in 1852, 
and he was formerly in ership with his father. He was, at the time 
of his death, in partnership with his younger brother, Mr. Thomas James 
Newman. Mr. Newman Baa _ commissioner a. dey West 
Riding of Yorkshire, and he a wate practice. He been an 
alderman at Barnsley ever since the incorporation of the 
had twice filled the post of mayor. He was one of the chief leaders of 
the local a Soe having been for many years secretary to the 
Barnsley District Liberal Registration Association. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Wriu1am Price Hveuss, solicitor (of the firm of H 
of Worcester, has been appointed by the High-Sheriff of 
Victor Milward) to be Under-Sheriff of that 
Mr. Hughes is coroner for the middle division of W: e was 
admi a solicitor in 1859. 


Mr. Joun Writtam Pye Smrru, solicitor (of the firm of B 
Smith, & Benson), of Sheffield, has been elected President of 


District Inco ted Law for the cones ra. Mr. Smith was 
admitted a solicitor in 1863. is mayor of Sheffield for the present 
year. 

Mr. Cyn solicitor ~* the firm of worpey by 
& B , of Newcastle-upon- been - 
Shatter Wecchanberiandl (its. Gonge pat to be Under Sheriff’ of 
> a the ensuing year. Mr. Leadbitter was admitted a 

citor in \ 


Mr. Marruew Bowssr Dopps, solicitor (of the firm of Dodds & Cadle), 
of Stockton, has been appointed by the High-Sheriff of Durham (Mr. 
Joseph Richardson) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the ensuing 

ear. Mr. Dodds is the son of Mr. Joseph Dodds, solicitor, M.P. for 
tockton. He was admitted a solicitor in 1878. 


Islands, bas been appointed Attceney-General ef the Goloay of Fiji 
as = lL 
Mr. Berkeley is the son of Mr. ‘Thomas Berkeley, of St. 

was born in 1851. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple, in 


Trinity Term, 1873, and he has been Solicitor-General for the Leeward 
Islands since 1878. 


Sir Parricxk Corauxoun, LL.D., Q.C., has been elected an Honorary 
Fellow of St. John’s College, Cam 

Mr. ‘inzas Jounn Grorncr Mackay, advocate, has 
Sheriff of Fifeshire. Mr. Mackay was born in 1839. 
{at the Edinburgh Academy, at King’s College, 


es & Brown), 
oe orcester (Mr. 

e 4 
county r year 
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London, and at 
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University College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in classics 
in 1862. He was admitted a member of the Faculty of Advocates at 
Edinburgh in 1865. Mr. Mackay is chancellor of the diocese of Edinburgh. 
He was an advocate depute from April, 1880, till June, 1885, and he was 
re-appointed to that office a few weeks ago. 


Mr. Epwarp E.iav Wurrrt1e1p, solicitor, of 132, High-street, Oxford, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Harry P ews, solicitor, of Wakefield, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicuture. 


Mr. Ernest Bir, solicitor (of the firm of Shepheards & Bird, 1, King- 
street, Kensington, W.), has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Joun Peacock and Joun Cyrus Asppen Gracie, solicitors, 86, Cross- 
street, Manchester. March 9. The said John Peacock will continue the 
practice on his own account at 86, Cross-street aforesaid. 

[ Gazette, March 12. ] 

AntHony Buck Creeks, Tuomas Guinan Sanpy, and Jonn ARMITAGE 
Lepearp, solicitors (Creeke, Sandy, & Ledgard), Manchester. March 11. 

Georce Epwarp Emmet and Freperick WALKER, solicitors (Emmet & 
Walker), Halifax. March 6. The business will in future be carried on by 
the said Frederick Walker alone, under the same firm of Emmet & 
Walker. (Gazette, March 16. ] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


COUNTY COURTS, 
Covrt Fes, Treasury Orper Recviatine, 1886. 


In pursuance of the powers given by the County Courts Acts, and of all 
other powers enabling us in this behalf, we, the undersigned, two of the 
Commissioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury, whose names are hereunto sub- 
scribed, do hereby, with the consent of the Lord Chancellor, order that, 
on and after the twenty-eighth day of April 1886, the several fees, or 
sums in the name of fees, specified in the schedules hereunder written 
shall be taken on the proceedings therein mentioned, in lieu of all other 
fees for the proceedings set forth ; and that the fees soauthorizedto be taken, 
with the exception of the fees mentioned in Schedule (B.), shall be received 
by the registrars of the different county courts, and shall be accounted for 
and paid over by them to the treasurers of their respective courts, or where 
there is no treasurer the superintendent of county courts, and that the 
fees set forth in schedule (B.) shall be received by the registrars for the 
use of themselves and the high bailiffs, according asthe duties are to be 
performed by the registrars or high bailiffs. 
E. J. Rezp. 
Cyrit Fiower. 
12 February 1886. 
I approve of the annexed schedules of fees. 
HerscuE11, C. 
[An order or rule referred to in the following schedules sl.all mean the 
order or rule so numbered in the County Court Rules, 1886.] 


SCHEDULE (A.) 

For every plaint, counterclaim, or petition, one shilling in the pound. 

Where the claim or demand exceeds forty shillings, and an ordinary* 
summons is to served by bailiff, an additional fee of one shilling. 

Where in any case the number of defendants shall exceed three, an addi- 
tional fee of one shilling for each defendant above three. 

No fee shall be payable on any application fora new trial, or to set 
aside ings, or for a summons in an interpleader. 

For entering judgment by consent under sections 8 or 9 of ‘‘ The County 
Courts Act, 1850,” or under a default summons, one shilling in the 
pound on the amount claimed in the summons. 

For every hearing, two shillings inthe pound. To be charged once 
only in an action, unless a new trial ptm 

all cases where the defendant shall either personally, or by his solici- 
tor or agent, admit the claim, one half of the fee ae by the plaintiff for 
i 


the hearing of the plaint shall be returned to the plaintiff by the registrar of 
the court, al the court may have been required to decide upon the 
terms and cond 


upon which the claim is to be paid. 
An additional hearing fee shall be taken for every new trial. 

The hearing fee on interpleader shall not be prepaid, but shall be 
estimated on the amount of the money or the value of the goods claimed, 
which value, in case of dispute, shall be assessed by the judge, who, at 
the hearing, shall direct by whom and when and how such fee shall be 


No fee shall be payable for hearing any application for a new trial. Or 
to set aside Z5. 

For issuing every warrant, cighteenpence in the pound. 

For every judgment summons under the Debtors Act, 1869, threepence 
in the on 80 much of the amount of the original demand as, in obedi- 


7 = ee court, should have been paid at the time of the 


a 


E 





*This fee is not to be taken where a default summons is issued. 





Where such last-mentioned amount does not exceed twenty shillings, 
an additional fee of sixpence; and where such amount does exceed 
twenty shillings, an additional fee of one shilling. 

For every hearing of the matters mentioned in such judgment sum. 
mons, sixpence in the pound on the amount upon which the fee on the 
summons is calculated. 


For issuing every order of commitment, eighteenpence in the pound 
on the amount upon which the fee on the summons is calculated. 

All poundage, except where otherwise herein specified, shall be estimated 
upon the amount or value of the subject matter of the proceeding upon 
which it is payable, except where the said amount or value exceeds 
twenty pounds, when the poundage shall be estimated on twenty pounds 
only. 

In plaints under sections 11 & 12 of ‘‘The County Courts Act, 1867,’’ 
poundage shall be estimated as upon a claim for a sum of twenty pounds. 


In replevins all poundage, except as aforesaid, shall be estimated on the 
amount of the alleged rent or damage to be fixed by the registrar. 


In plaints for the recovery of tenements when the term has expired or 
been determined by notice, all poundage, except as aforesaid, shall be 
estimated on the amount of the weekly, monthly, quarterly, half-yearly, 
or yearly rent of the tenement, as such tenement shall have been let by the 
week or by the month, or for any longer period ; and if no rent shall have 
been reserved, then on the amount of thehalf-yearly value of the tenement, 
to be fixed by the registrar. 


Where a claim for rent or mesne profits, or both, is added to a plaint for 
the recovery of a tenement, an additional poun shall be taken on the 
amount or amounts so claimed, but where thereby the total amount on 
which poundage would be taken shall exceed twenty pounds, the poundage 
shall be estimated on twenty pounds only. 

In plaints for the recovery of tenements for non-payment of rent, all 
poundage, except as aforesaid, shall be estimated on the amount of the 
half-yearly rent of the tenement. 

In proceedings under ‘‘ The Merchant Shipping Act, 1854,” ‘The 
Literary and Scientific Institutions Act, 1854,”’ and ‘‘ The Metropolitan 
Buildings Act, 1855,” the poundage shall be estimated upon the amount 
in dispute, and if no amount is in dispute, or if the amount in dispute is 
not ascertained, then as upon a claim for a sum of twenty pounds. 

In proceedings under *‘ The Succession Duty Act, 1853,” the poundage 
shall be estimated upon the amount in dispute. 

In proceedings under ‘‘ The Friendly Societies Act, 1875,” or under 
any Act giving the court jurisdiction in any matter, such other Act not 
being a County Courts Act, the poundage shall be estimated upon the 
amount in dispute. 

In every case where the poundage cannot be estimated by any rule in 
this schedule, it shall be estimated on twenty pounds. 

All fractions of a pound, for the purpose of calculating poundage, 
sha!1 be treated as an entire pound. 

No increase of fees shall be made by reason of there being more than 
one plaintiff or defendant, except as before directed, where the number 


of defendants exceeds three. £ 8. a. 
For every sitting under the ‘‘ Ballot Act, 1872” ; ‘ . 200 
For taking the acknowledgment of a married woman, where 
only one . : : ‘ P ; 3 : =. 
And 10s. for every additional woman. 
For a warrant to replevy . ° 0 2 6 


For a replevin bond or deposit, where the alleged rent or damage 
does not exceed £20 . ‘ » ‘ ‘j r $ . 010 
For a replevin bond, where the alleged rent or damage exceeds . 
£20 . ; ‘ : ; : : é Z 4 : : 
For notice to distrainor . A ; ‘ ; ‘ ‘ a 
For every subpcena to be served by a bailiff in a home district ; 
if served within two miles of court house. * “ ; : 
0 


ne 
oo ano a 


For every mile beyond two ° ‘ . “ A ‘ 
but the total fee to be taken is in no case to exceed 3s. 
For every subpoona to be served by a bailiff in a foreign district. 
For every sitting under the Agricultural Holdings (England) , 
Acts ° ° ° ° ° . ° : ° ° ° 
For every petition presented to a court under the Industrial and 
Provident Societies Act, 1876 é ‘ é ; : ‘ 
For every order for winding-up under the last-mentioned , 
Act ° , ° . ‘ . . . ° . . 
For every sitting to take evidence under the Companies Act, 
1862 


—_ 
oclUC cowWUC(C cowl OW Cc OWlhcOlhlUhOlF- 


= bd sitting before the judge under the Companies Act, 


SCHEDULE (B.) 
Pant I, 
\GEeNERAL. - 
Registrar's Fees. 


For making a return of certiorari for costs out of pocket . 01 
Filing affidavit on issue of duplicate plaint note. é J 0 


ou 
oO 


High Bailif’s Fee. 


Yor keeping possession of goods till sale on op pee, er day 
(including expenses of removal, storage of g , and all other 
expenses), not exceeding five dips, apes in the pound on 
the value of the goods seized, to be fixed by appraisement in 





case of dispute. 





orn > 
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Part II. 


Fees WHERE THE CoURT BXERCISES JURISDICTION UNDER THE County Courts 
Act, 1867, raz County Courts Act, 1875, tHe Supreme Court or 
Jvupicature Act, 1873, THE STANNARY Court Acts, THE BorovuGH AND 
Locat Courts oF Recorp Act, ok THE AGrIcULTURAL HoLprNGs 
(EnGLaND) Acts. 

Registrar's Fees. £s. d. 


For examining, allowing, and filing every affidavit of debt or 
substituted service under section 1 of the — _— anes 
1875, where the claim does not exceed 40s. 0 

For the like, where the claim exceeds 40s. . 0 

For entering writ under sections 7 or 10 of the County Courts 
Act, 1867, and sending notice to parties of day of trial, &c. . 1 

Taxing costs in actions under sections 7 and 10 ) of the County 
Courts Act, 1867 . 0 

On entry of plaint under sections 11 and 12 of the County 
Courts Act, 1867 . 1 

Where the plaint has not been entered under section 12, 
and the judge shall certify that the court has exercised 
jurisdiction under that section, the above fee of £1 -1s. 
shall be paid. 

On every order for a new trial in actions commenced under 
sections 11 and 12 of the County Courts Act, 1867 . ‘ 

Taxing costs under either of the said last-mentioned sections 
11 and 12, or under _ Agricultural Holdings ta 
Acts ° 

For sealing every warrant, order of "commitment, P pt, or 
writ issued from, or on a judgment of, a court other a 
county court 6d. in the pound on the amount for which it 
issues (so that the total fee does not exceed 108.). 

For issuing a judgment summons upon a judgment of a court 
other than a county court ° 

For drawing up, sealing, and issuing every order “under the 
following rules or any of them :— 

Order XII., Rules 2, 3, 8, and 11 

Order XIIL, Rulel . 

Order XIV., ’ Rule 12 

Order XV., "Rule 3 

Order XL., Rule 7 a 

" oe LI. +Rules ll we 12 ° 
or wing, g, and issuing every special judgment or 
order, where court exercises jurisdiction under the Supreme 
Court of Judicature Act, 1873, or under Order XL. : 

For every sitting under— 

Order XII., Rule 4 ; 

Order XVII, Rules 15 and 21 

Order XXIII, Rule 12 . 

Order XXIV., ” Rule 2 

Where the sitting’ is longer than one ‘hour, for every additional 
hour or part ofan hour . ° . 0 

For every notice, receipt, or summons “‘under— 

Order ITI., Rule a, . 

Order X., Rule 4 . 

Order XVI, Rule 21 

Order XXII., Rule 14 , 

Order XXV., ” Rules 40, 41 

Orders XXI. and XL. P ‘ . ‘ 

For every application under Order XXV., Rule 44; 

For copies of every ene or document under Order ‘LIL, 
Rule 7, at per fo 

For every bond with sureties 


High Bailif’s Fees. 


default summons where not served by a solicitor. . 0 1 
ce of every judgment summons issued upon a sopent 
e a court other than a county court. 6 
For executing every warrant, order of commitment, precept, or 
writ issued from, or on a judgment of, a court other than a 
county court, ls. in the pound on the amount for which it 
issues, so that 'the total See does not exceed 20s. ; and for keeping 
possession, appraisement, and sale the same allowances as 
under a warrant of Fe genre by a county court. 
For delivering the ey on completion of a replevin bond . 
together with a mile from the court house to the place 
where the goods are, 
(Zo be continued.) 


0 15 
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LEGAL _NEWS. 


There is no foundation whatever for # the poxitive announcement which 
has appeared that the Lord Chancellor has “‘ appointed ’’ certain named 
pains as Queen’s Counsel. The question of recommending to her 

ajesty any addition to the ranks of the Queen’s Counsel has not even 
— under the Lord Chancellor’s consideration. 


inst, Beg onde udgment in a case of Goldstrom v. Tallerman on the llth 
ustice Mathew said that he regretted that the object of the 
Bill of'dale kena ane which had been to protect borrowers, as, copered 
not to have been attained, for the Act seemed to have made 





sale insecure, and the result of this was that those who lent money on 
them required a hig’ h interest, so that this should be proportionate to the 
insecurity of the instrument in respect of which their advances were made. 


Mr. Baron Huddleston had, on Tuesday, before him an action con- 
nected with the construction of a wall in the neighbourhood of the 
Strand; and it was suggested that the matter had better be disposed of 
by somebody who could see the place. His lordship said that there were 
many things that they might indnce him to do, but there was one thing 
that he would not do—he would not get out of his carriage to view an, 
thing whatever this inclement weather. He had already been on the 
‘‘ view,’’ and had not yet recovered from it, and his beother Pollock was 
still suffering from a similar cause. Eventually the case was disposed of 
in his lordship’s private room. 
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SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 

















COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock Domperens. 


In Cuan 
ARMY AND Navy Horst, Limtrep.— —ir 4 an order Sr cade by Bacon, V.C., dated 
March 5, it was. ordered that the hotel be wound up. Ford and Co, Blooms- 
solicitors for the petitioners 
stat PORCELAI N PoTTERY Nay ry Be Luarep.—Petition for windies up, pre- 
ted March 6, Gueested te be heard before Kay, J.,on March 20. Bompas and 
Co, ‘St Winchester st, solicitors for the petitioner 
FacsIMILE ENGRavine Company, Liutrep.—Petition for winding up, peoeunas 
March 11, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Seturday, March 37 
Webb and Templeton, , 2 st, Strand. solicitors for the petitioner 
Se ee are , LIMITED. seinen for wind- 
resented March 1 be heard before Pearson, J., on a 
aa Et Prk 30. Robinson and Co, Lincoln’s inn an Se, AS for Raper and 
puoene, Chichester, solicitors = the petitione: 
MILLINERY AND DRESS ASSOCIATION, LIMITED. ~ oy V.C., has fixed Friday, 
March 19 at 12, at his chambers, r-4 the appointment of a juidator 
01g Cap TY Feaes ¢ Compare, Dae Loarep. a for = up, popentes 


wt Go C *etaple os ooo 34 the eerie pettetonas 
and Co. 
Warren's Patent Empossep @ 


~ Ad ged 
tinuing Df ae wanes UP, presented March 11 


NY, LimiTrep.—Petition for the con- 
directed to be heard before 

V.C., on Sa’ 20. Combs and Co, Bucklersbury, solicitors 

for the petitioners 


uidator " 
YMAH AND natin Remnant 
preseuted March 18, directed to be heard Before Kay, J. on Saturday, 
4 bery, Billi ,» 80) ‘or the petitioner 
(Gazette, March 16.) 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
PF SouTH Austeatsa._ Putten for winding. ve, gemmtet 
be heard before 


COMMERCIAL 

—, LS >, oe, J Saturday, 
Longden, ewry, solicitors pans 12.) 

County PaLaTINe OF LANCASTER. 

IN CHANCERY. 

Rs-INsURANCE CoMPANY, Laarrep.—Petition for 

"March 33° at th FAL Lame tt ee 
oop PAS — Manchester, solicitors for the petitioner 


(Gasetie, March 12.) 
- STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
om Liirep IN CHANCERY. 
a | LEaD AND Minine Company, Luoarsp.—Petition 
Warden me, presented Mare = ee ea Mase 1 t- 
fh Valw Insti on 
Chave, { Gt Winchester a sober ter the pethionar, Hivlge Co, Truro, 
agents for Sho wolcttor solicitor 


sgn Faced 


priest Ase 


ae 
Horses 


[G@asetie, March 16.) 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISsoLVED 
New Loyat Unron Socisty, Severn Arms Hotel, Feaybent Redner. 
PRESTON OPERATIVE House Parnrens Parnrsrs’ FRIENDLY 
nn, 








F sn, Two Guinzas, for a sanitary inspection and report on a London aves” 
house, by arrangement. The Sanitary Engineering and 
beaten Ooceaaay fas Vistehenmnek Westueatan es Prospectus free.—{ AD¥2) 
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CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 306. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Apocer, Henry WILLIAM, Bodicote, Oxford, Farmer. March 25. Pellatt, Ban- 


bury 
BaRRETT, ROBERT MONTAGUE, Romford rd, Forest Gate, Optician. March 25. 
Marsh, Fen ct, Fenchurch st 
CaRrLEss, Mary, Nottingham. April21. Newcome Elborne, Nottingham 
\ Greonich Greenwich, Kent, Plumber. April 30. Bristow, London st, 
ich 
CLIFFE. HENRY FREDERICK, Dover, Gentleman. Mayi. Lewis, Dover 
Coox, Huway Wiis, North st, Poplar, Oil and Colourman. March 31. Marsh, 
Fen aunt Fenchurch st 
EORGE WILLIAM, Ovingham, Northumberland, Esq. May 1. Denison, 
yo om Tyne 
ANNE GEORGINA, Prince’s gate. May 1. Laurence and Co, New sq, 
Lincoln’s inn 
Exuiort, RutH, Ruthin, Denbigh, Widow. Aprils. Adams, Ruthin 
GEORGE, AARON, Stowe, Bucks, Gentleman. April 21. Hearn and Co, Bucking- 


Se, ue, South Eston, York, Widow. Aprili7. Belk and Cochrane, 
ies 
HENDERSON, GEORGE, Mincing lane, Merchant. March 25. Murray and Co, 


t) 
Hopgson, Wri11aM, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. March 31. Hodgson and 
Warren. Nottingham 
Hoopgr, WIttamM TxHomas,' Streatley, Berks, Gentleman. May 1. Mee, Gt 
Fiske, 


Winchester st 
JAMES, — HavuGHTON, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Esq. March 25. 
Kina JOHN, supensten, st, Bryanston sq, Esq. April5. Walters and Co, New 


sq, Lincoln’s 

KNOWLES, ELIZABETH, Starkholmes, Matlock, Derby, Widow. March 30. Skid- 
more, Matlock Bridge 

LIsTER, JOHN, Halifax, Surgeon. March 25. Mossman and Rawson, Halifax 


McDonap, JAMES, Seven Sisters’ rd, Holloway. May:5. Paterson, Fellowes rd, 
Haverstock Hill 


+ ~ JAMES,’ Cambridge, Gent. March 31. Eaden and Knowles, Cam- 


ge 
MusGRovE, Tuomas, Flemings rd, Kennington, Chemist’s Porter. March 27, 
Haynes. ersmith rd, Kensington 
NICHOLSON, > rrr, ANNE, Chantry, Norwich. March 31. Simpson, Tomb- 
orwic 
NokTH, JosEPH, Nottingham, Fish Salesman. April 30. Turner, Nottingham 
Fass, fans, Buckden, Huntingdon, Builder. April 5. Hunnybun and Sons, 
untingdon 
PaRKINSON, Marky, Caton, Lancaster. Aprili9. Johnson and Tilly, Lancaster 
‘AL, ROBERT PILLING, Birkdale, Southport, Esq. April 21. Yaudrey, 
Manchester 
8, CHARLES, Handsworth, Staffordshire, Jeweller. April4. Baker, Bir- 


POULDEN, RicHaRD MATHEWS, Clifton, Bristol, Esq. April 19. Smith and Son, 


Weston super e 
PowELL, - Bilton with Harrogate, York, Solicitor. April 17. Powell, 


py} Davin, Harrogate, York, Esq. Mayi1. Harrison and Co, Wakefield 
SMITHIEs, Euiza. T ollington park. "May 1.. Howse, Abchureh yaré 
Sparks, ; aoe, ittlehampton, Sussex. March 25. Holmes and Co., Little- 


mpton. 
——. JOHN DANIEL, Magor, Monmouth, Esq. Marchi7. Morgan and Co., 


epstuw 
ae HeEenk&y CHARLES, Brixton rd, Oil Merchant. April 30. Wallis, Pancras 


ona Pur, Sunderland. April3. Botterell and Roche, Sunderland 
be! ey RopeEkt, Arlington st, Butler. April 3. Bryant and Debenham, 


pot lane 
Was, Dan, Theydon Garnon, Essex, Farmer. April 20. Baddeley, Leaden- 


WRIGHT, SLATER, ~ cena Chester, Restaurant Keeper. April 7. Labron 
Johnson, Liverpoo 
' Gazette, March 5. } 


ACKROYD, ROSE, Thornton, York. March * Stansfeld, Halifax 
Actox, SAMUEL Pook, Bromley, Kent, Esq. April 6. Latter and Willett, 


_ Hasererr NEEDEsS, Daneville rd, Denmark hill. Aprilé. Routh and Co, 
looms 
April 20. Miller and Co, 


BorTHWIck, Jonn, nanny A villas, Dulwich, Esq. 
Salters’ hall ct, Cannon 

a ———— ALFRED, avis, Gent. April 21. Newton and Co, Leighton 

CHREIMAN, Seem, Cheltenham, Gent. May1. Bruce Billings, Cheltenham 

Clay; PHEDE ANNE , Cedar rd, Walham green. Aprili7. Evans, Theobald’s rd, 


om. Hanwau, Christchurch, Canterbury, New Zealand. April 6. Wilkins and 


Co, G 

CEIDDLE, HENRY, Bristol, Banker. Aprili5. Dix, Bristo 

Dance, ae, ‘Lewary, St. Phillip’s rd, Dalston, ile Merchant. April 18. 
Ingle and Co, Threadneedle st 


DaviEgs, aanan, Mounttields, Shrewsbury. April6. Clarke and Sons, Shrews- 


Ex1is, GzorGcE, Bury Farm, ton, Farmer. April 30. Pulley, Edmonton 
Exvery, Tuomas FREDERICK. Conduit’ st, Regent st, India Rubber Manufac- 
— April 9. Powell, L old Burlington st 
REES, ROBERT, Ladbroke ter, Notting hill, Esq. April15. Van Tromp, Essex 


Hexoocx, Etex, Great Ouseburn, York. April 6. Hirst and Capes, Harro- 

eg 

Hrvpzs, ang sums Ropert, Charlotte ter, West Ham, Gent. May 1. 
Smi nay 

7, MARY JANE, Newcastle upon Tyne. April 10. Bird, Newcastle upon 


'yne 

Lewis, Many, Penarth, near Cardiff. April1s. Lewis, Cardiff 

, RICHARD, Rochester, Hackneyman. April 25, Prall and Son, Rochester 
Panny, hae he Newcastle, Monmouth, Farmer. March 16. Jacob and Taylor, 

ven 

Pye, JOHN, Bt. John’s road, Brixton, Baker. May 10. Fraser, Furnival’s 
REYNOLDS, JAMES, Mataferd, Norfolk, Farmer. April5. Miller and Co, Norwich 
Baivis, Mameapure ( HARLEs, Burn Hall, Durham, Esq. April 10. Gleadowe 


SPALDIN, ion E Ingleneuk, Paignton, Devon. April 5. Edward Tucker, 


I ORES, Hamilton ter, St John 6Ww ood, Esq. April 5. Kearsey and Co, 
’, broo my ’ 








srg © JOHN puma, Acock’s Green, Worcester, Esq. April 30. Ryland 

an 0, 

TREMARO, GiovaNet, i st, Kentish Town road, Confectioner. Aprili7. Evans, Theo. 
bald’s road, Bedford 

WILtiaMs, BENJAMIN Bacon ~~ po Mhow, India, Lieutenant. April 5. Older. 
shaw and Son, King’s Arms 

WoopnceEr, CHARLES, Liverpool. Apri 10. Tuson, Woolton 

WokRMULL, ARTHUR, Stamford st, Blackfriars, Surgical Instrument Maker. Apri] 
15. Stephens and Stephens, Strand 

Yue, REVEREND JOHN CARSLAKE DUNCAN, Bradford, Devon, Clerk. April 9, 


Burch, Exeter 
(Gazette, March 9.) 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


arch 25.—Messrs. GuasixR & Sons, at the | Mart, at2p.m., Freehold Building 
Estate (see advertisement, this week, 3 i, 

March 26.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the art, at 2 p.m., Freehold and Lease- 

hold Properties ®.. civestioemnemh. this week, p. 348 348) 








~ BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
DeEAN.—March 12, at Cyatinn-nition, Slough, Bucks, the wife of Charles Frederick 
Dean, solicitor, ‘ofa daugh 
GREENSTED.—March 10, at Fitttingbourne, the wife of Harry Greensted, solicitor, 
of a daughter, stillborn. 
STOKEs.—. h 12, at Bedford-hill, Balham, the wife of Philip Stokes, barrister. 
at-law, of a daughter, since dead. ‘ 
DEATHS. 
EpMonpDs.—March 12, at Plymouth, Richard Edmonds, solicitor, aged 84, 
Guscottr.—March 11, at Richmond, Thomas Guscotte, solicitor, 1, York-build- 
ings, Adelphi. aged: 44. 
MALING.— March 10, at 5. Ashmount-road, Hornsey-lane, Robert William Maling, 
solicitor, of 303, High Holborn, aged 34. 
ScaLE.—March 13, at 23, North-parade, Penzance, Edward Griffeth Scale, solici- 
tor, of Merthyr, aged 37. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
Fray, Mar. 12, 1886. 
RECEIVING er 
Aird, Eliza, Sussex gdns, yy pk, Printer. a Court. Pet Nov 30. Ord Mar 
. Exam Apr 14 at 11.30. at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Anderson. foun Comet, Fenchurch st, Iron Merchant. High Court. Pet Mar 
8. Ord Mar Exam Apr 14 at 11 30, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Ashworth, J +m Firth, aeginere rd lane, Yorks, Newspaper Proprietor. 
Burnley. Pet Mar 8. Ort Mars. Exam Mar 25 at it 
Aves, Edward Leopold, Croom’s Hill, Greenwich, late Provision Merchant. 
Greenwich. Pet Mar9. Ord Mar 9. "Exam Apr 9at1 
Baroy, William reer, Great Bridge, Staffordshire, Coal Merchant. Dudley. 
Pet Feb 23. Ord Mar5. Exam Mar 30 at 11 
Beeny, Samuel, Birmingham, Hosier. Birmingham. Pet Mar 9. Ord Mar 9, 
Exam Apr7 at2 
Bowker, John Thomas, Bary, J Lancashire, Tobacconist. Bolton. Pet Mar 8. Ord 
Mar 8. Exam Mar 29 at 11.30 
Devis, William, Great Bridge, Staffordshire, Butcher. Dudley. Pet Mars. Ord 
Mar 8. Exam Mar 25 at 11 
Drakeford & Co., Liverpool, Corn Merchants. Liverpool. Pet Feb 22. Ord Mar 
Scien Le Mar 22 at 11, ut Court house, Government buildings, Victoria st, 
Elliott, Se ohn, Whitecross st, Fruiterer. High Court. Order made under 
Section 103. Ord Feb 27. Exam ey da at 2, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
En land, Richard Alexander, Wyke Dorset, Clerk in Holy Orders. Dor- 
chester. Pet Mar8. Ord Mar’. — “Apr 1 at 12.30 
Fanta, Ferdinand, Shoe lane. h Court. Pet Dec 17. Ord Mar10, Exam May 
7 at 11.30, at 34. Lincoln’s inn fields 
Gardiner, m, Aldgate, Maltster’s Agent. High Court. Pet Mar 8, Ord 
Mars. Exam ‘Ay r 16 at 11.30, at 34, Lincoln’s ion _— 
Gardner, Arthur James, Queen st, Hammersmith, Plumber. High Court. Pet 
Mar 9. Ord Mar9. Exam Apr 16 at 2, at 34, path inn fields 
Glover, Thomas, Brixton, Auctioneer. ‘High Court. Pet Mar 10. Ord Mar 10, 
Exam Apr 16 at 2, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Gem, y, Mare, om and Emma Gray, Leicester, Drapers. Leicester. Pet Mar 9. Ord 
xam Mar 22 at 10 
Gray, To —- aan Watchmaker. Leicester. Pet Mar9. Ord Mar 9, Exam 
ar 


Heale, Edward Victoria st, Westminster, Auctioneer. High Court. Pet Feb 4. 
Ord Mar 10. ‘Exam Apr 10 at 2, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hitchcock, John, Hosiey, Oxfordshire, Farmer. Banbury. Pet Mar 8. Ord 
Mar 8. Exam Apr 

Hobson, Thomas, | lle Cheshire, Cotton Merchant, Manchester. Pet Mar 
10. Ord Mar10. Exam Mar 29 at 2.15 

Holden, ~ Eccles, Lancashire, out of business, Salford, Pet Feb 19. Ord 
Mar 8. am Mar 24 at 11 

Howard, Mie Little Gassen once Hyde park gardens, Builder. High 
Semss. Pet Mar 8, Ord M Exam Apr 16 at 11.30, at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 
Jac ‘xeon, John Henry, Reatinghann, Potato Salesman. Nottingham. Pet Mar 9. 
Ord Mar 9. Exam Apr 13 
Jones, Richard Charles. Barrow in Furness, Lancashire, TRilor. Ulverston and 
Barrow in Furness, Pet Mar 8. Ord Mar8, Exam Mar 31 at 8, at Townhall, 
Barrow in Furness 
Kent, Ly oy! a ottingham, Lacemaker. Nottingham. Pet Mar9. Ord Mar 9. 


Exam Apr 
Kilby. cry Hen Crystal Palace rd, East Dulwich, Solicitor. High Court. 
Pet Mar 10. Mari0. Exam Apr 15 at 11. 30, at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

xi ufacturers. Hanle; et 


ng, Edward pen | Arthur Shaw, Hanle: ey Earthenware Man 
Burslem, and 8. Ord Mar8, Exam Apr 2 at 11, at Townha’ 


, and Tunstall. Pet Mar 





Lawrence, Edward, E Epping, Essex, Hotel Keeper. Edmonton, Pet Mars. Ord 

r xam Apr 

Lindley, Edward eed Mengheld, ld, Notging nghamshize, Licensed Victualler. 
x 


o 
Liewell: 
Ord 


gham. ay Mar 10. 
— 


am. ae i 
£ Rewpors, » lg’ Ropemaker. ewport, Mon. Pet Mar 4. 
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Matthews, ope, Sages, ager eaiieya, Mon, Pedlar. Newport, Mon. Pet Mars. 
a 

wertioch, Andrew, Choriton upon Medlock, nr geen, Grocer. Man- 
chester. Pet Mar9. Ord Mar9. Exam Mar 23 at 12 
eTear, George, and Thomas Embleton Horrocks, Felt Manufac- 

turers. ay 6 Pet Mar 6. Ord Mar9. Exam Mar 22 at 11 at Court house, 

Government di des, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Mitchell, Thomas, Salford, Lancashire, Grocer. Salford. Pet Feb17. Ord Mar 
10. Exam Mar 24 at 11 

Morrison, Thomas, srowesstie on Tyne, Machinist. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Mar 
9, Ord Mar9. Exam Mar 23 
Ugden, Sarah, Rochdale, Lancashire, pose’ in Secondhand Clothes. Oldham. 
Pet Mar 5. Ord Mar 5. Exam Mar 23 at 1 

Plenty, Bewis eeres, Beaumont * Mile End rd, Cowkeeper. High Court. Pet 
Feb 13. ar 

Powell, John, Birkenhead, Nadiles. Birkenhead. Pet Feb 26. Ord Mar 10. 


Exam 17 

Powell, J ag Highbridge, Somerset, Corn Dealer. Bridgwater. Pet Feb 23. 
Ord M: Exam Mar 29 at 

Sanderson, , Birkdale, OT Laund. Live: Pet Mar 9. 
Mar9. Exam Mar 22 at 11 at Court house, vernment a dgs, Victoria st, 


seit 3 ohn, op Sun, Latchtord, Cheshire, Farmer. Warriogton. Pet Mars, Ord 
ar 25 at 
suk Robert Leeds, Gas Engineer. Leeds. Pet Mar 8. Ord Mar 8. Exam 


Mar it 2 

puthetand, H. Southampton row, Patent Medicine Vendor. High Court. Pet 
Jan 21. Ord Mar8. Exam Apr 13 at 11.30 at 34, sanoun's inn fie 

Thacker, Henry, New st sq, Ink Manufacturer. h Court. Pet Mar10. Ord 
Mar 10. Exam Apr 20 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Temes, a. ondda Valley, Semcngeny, Desper. Pontypridd. Pet 

Ord Mar 8. Exam Mar 30 at 2 
on h-+ pee Cardiff, Seedsman. Cardiff. Pet Mars. Ord Mars. Exam 

Apr 15 a 

Thompson, Matthew, Jarrow, Durham, Tailor. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Feb 23. 

Exam Mar 23 


ar 
tyes, George, Gloucester, Bootmaker. Gloucester.. Pet Mar 8 Ord Mar 9. 
xam Apr 1 
Turner. Thomas, jun, Harthill, Yorks, Builder. Sheffield. Pet Mar 10. Ord Mar 
10. Exam Apr 1 at 11.30 
Wilding, Thomas, auntem, Lancashire, Draper. Bolton. Pet Mar9. Ord Mar 9. 


E: 29 a 

bg any, am. ‘Manchester, Stationer. Manchester. Pet Mar3, Ord Mar 8. 

ar 23 at 12.30 
er John Samuel, Sam, Lancashire, Grocer. Oldham. Pet Mar 9. 
rd Mar 9. Exam Mar 23 at 12 

Yondle, William, Bampton, A Hotel Proprietor. Exeter. Pet Mar5. Ord 
Mar 5. Exam Apr 15 at 11 

Yates, | batty Leeds, Paper Manufacturer. Leeds. Pet Mar10. Ord Mar 10. 

Mar 26 at 


First MEETINGS 
Bayley, Witiem Fisher, Great Bridge, Staffordshire, Coal Merchant. Mar 25 at 
cial Receiver, Birmingham 
Blaxland, Henry Edward Deane, Faversham, Farmer. Mar 19 at 10. 32, St. 
George’s st, Canterb 
Bonney, Edward Dixon, bowen, Westmoreland, Plumber. Mar 20at11. Offi- 
cial eceiver, 37, Stramongate, Ken 
Bowker, he Bury, ‘Loncnthiee, Tobacconist. Mar 19 at 11.15. 16 
olton 
Braithwaite, Daniel, Barrow in Furness, Ginger Beer ~- een Mar 31 at 
12. Official Receiver, 2, Paxton ter, Barrow in Furnes: 
Bullen, John, jun, Beaconsfield rd, West Green, Tottenham, Builder. Mar 24 at 
11. ag ig ee Swithin’s lane 
Carter, John, Preston Lancashire, Provision pen. Mar 19 at 3.30. Official 
Receiver, Ogden’ s.chbrs, Bridge st, Manches 
_ Kes Jone Lowestoft, Shoemaker. Mar 19 rai 11. Official Receiver, 8, King 
st, Norwi 
Cox, Arthur, Gorleston, Suffolk, Publican. Mar 19 at 2.15. Lovewell Blake, 
South Guay, Gt. Yarmouth 
Cutbill, J on: James, Waterloo Bridge rd, Ironmonger. Mar 22 at 11. Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
i he enry, Dorchester, Cabinet Maker. Mar 19 at 12.30. Official Receiver, 
alisbury 
7 —. , Andrew, Cambridge pl, Paddington, Carver. Mar 25 at 11. 33, Carey 
» Lincoln’ 
Devis, William, Great Bridge, Staffordshire, Butcher. Mar 25 at 10.30. Official 
Seki Sheflta, Printer M. Mar 22 at 12. Official Receiver, Fig 
eftie er’s Manager. a ver, - 
tree lane, Sheffield 


Drakeford and ‘Co, Liverpool, Corn Merchants. Mar 23 at 3. Official Receiver, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Emmett, Altred, Kenton sates, nr Exeter, Hotel Proprietor. Mar 23 at 11. 

Castle of pees, 5 Exeter 

—. ~T-7 re: Alexander, Wyke Regis, Dorsetshire, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
ar 22 at 1. -~ Hotel, Weymouth 

¥F *, ord, School Proprietress, Apr 7 at 11.30. County Court, Bank 

Pp e, 


Gray, ary, -) Gray, Leicester, Drapers. Mar 23 at 3. 28, Friar lane, 
grey, Le Leicester, Watchmaker. Mar 23 at 12. Friar lane, Leicester 


Hammett. cis Thomas, Bridgwater, Contractor. ar 19at3. Bristol Arms 
nF sag Bridgwater 








@® 








ae Lamenshive, out of business. Mar 24 at 11.30. Court 


Hellingsiend Wi m, Alexandra rd, West Kensington pk, Grocer. Mar 24 at 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Buitrods, Leonard, jun, West Hartlepool, Builder. Mar 22 at 4. Royal Hotel 
est Hartlepoo! 
Jackson, John San, Nottin ngham, Potato Salesman. Mar 19 ati2. Official Re- 
ceiver, 1, High pavement, Nottineham 
Jonen, oe John omley, Bootle, nr Liverpool, Furniture Remover. Mar 22 at 8. 
Offi ver, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Keats; James, Burnham, Somerset, Builder. Mar 20 at 12.15. George and Rail- 
way Hotel, Victoria st, Bristol 
g, Edward, and Arthur Shaw, Hanley, Staffordshire, ertenware Manufac- 
—, Mar 20 at 10.30. Official Receiver, Newcastle under Lym 
igre Frederick William, Ryde, I.W., Hotel Keeper. Mar i9 an 3. 3. Kent Hotel, 


e, L.W. 

Lioweltye, Gpasies, pe ort, Mon., Rope Maker. Mar 22 at 12.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, 12, ewport on. 

Lovett, Charles. es We ‘fond Herts, Handle Manufacturer. Mar 20 at 11.30, Essex 
Arms Hotel, H h st, Wat ord, Herts 

Matthews, ting My nyddislwyn, Mon., Pedlar. Mar 22 at 12. Official Receiver, 
12, Tredegar pl, Newport, Mon. 

Me “i Andrew, Chorlton upon Medlock, nr Manchester, Grocer. Mar 24 at 

. Receiver, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
ceeneed Henry Martin, Holcombe Rogus, Devon, Grocer, Mar 19at11. Offi- 

re al Receiver, 9, Middle st, Taunton 

Morrison, Thomas, mas, Newcastle on Tyne, Machinist. Mar 23at3. Official Re- 
ceiver, lane, Newcastle on Tyne 





Bigheiown, J Alfred, jun, Swansea, importer of Iron Ore. Mar 22 at2. 
upte ear st, Lincoln’s inn fi 
none hruptcy nite eorge, Gt os Boe at Manufacturer. Mar 19 at 1. 
Lovewell Blake, South Quay, Gt Yarm 
c@) ,» Heywood, Lancashire, Clothes Dealer. Mari9at3. Townhall,. 
Quinn, Francis, Bottom Hapton. 


tua Lancashire, Tailor. Mar 22 at3.15 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burn} 
i, les, Weymouth ter, Hoskney rd, Looking Glass Manufacturer. 


25 at 12. a one ot, Lanookn's inn 
yond Cheshire, Farmer. Mar22at11. Official Receiver, 


9% Oniro oun, West B Miner. eer 29 oe 10.30. Court house, Oldbury 

Spi renz, an Whitechapel rd, Watch- 
makers. ar 22 at 12. "Hermann + ~~ Wy Lincoln’s inn fields 

Steel, Robert, Leeds, Gos ae Eugineer. Mar 19 at 12. cial Receiver, St Andrew’s 
chmbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Tasker, James Mark, Purston, nr Pontefract, Grocer. Mar i19at11. Southgate 
chmbrs, jouthente, Wakefield 

Thomas, Hi acsees, Baontip Valley, Glamorganshire, Draper. Mar22at12. Offi- 
cial Receiver, Tydfil 

Thomps:n, Matthew, Jarrow, Durham, Tailor. Mar 23at2.30. Official Receiver, 
Pink lane, Newcastle Peay = 

Tuff, Edward, and Walter Nottingham, Houndsditch, Hardware Factors. Mar 
24at2. Bankruptcy bl Pp st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Underhill, William Henry. rd, Westbourne Park, Victualler. Mar 25 
at2. 33, Carey st. Lincoln’s inn fields 

vom 7 Ema, SaeNOE, Smackowner. Mar 19at3. Lovewell Blake, 

uay armou 

Wadena: Johann George, Rodney rd, Walworth, Baker’s Manager. Mar 24 
at 11. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

bee John Samuel, by ey 4 rd, Dealer in Athletic Appliances. Mar 19 at 12. 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

bei me hy = Deansgate, Bolton, Lancashire, Draper. Mar 23 atli. 16, 

st, mn 
Williams, John, Manchester, Stationer. Mar 23 at 3.30. Official Receiver, 


Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, chester 
Willi ae, Rees, Pontypridd, Painter. Mar 19at12. Official Receiver, Merthyr 


dd 
Weodecek, John Samuel, Oldham, Lancashire, Grocer. Mar22at3. Official Re- 
ceiver, Priory chmbrs, 79, Union st, Oldham 
Wright, Thomas, Leeds, Builder. Mari9atiil. Official Receiver, St Andrew’s 
chmbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Allinson, Mary Ann, Harrogate, Lodging house Keeper. York. Pet Feb 13. 
er 5 Jan Christopher, Ecclesfield, York, Draper. Sheffield. Pet Mar 2. 
Appleby, William, S , Smethwick, Staffordshire, Mill Furnaceman. Oldbury. Pet 
wee: . William m Fisher, Great Bridge, Staffordshire, Coal Merchant. Dudley. 


b >< 
eb el Metal] Broker. Swansea. Pet Feb10. Ord Mar9 
Bishop. Ataned Smethwick, Staffordshire, Baker. Oldbury. Pet Mar3. Ord 


Mar 
me. Hd John Thomas, Bury, Lancashire, Tobacconist Bolton. Pet Mar 8, 


Ord Mar 
Colthoun, A Liverpool, Grocer. Liverpool. Fes) Feb 22. Ord Mar 
Cornish, James, Aylsham, Norfolk, out of business. Norwich. Pet Feb 38. Ord 


Mar 9 
Cragas, booed William, Hereford, Dealer in Fancy Goods. Hereford. Pet 
6. 
evie, Frederick Tenia Exmouth st, Clerkenwell, Picture Dealer. High 
Court. Pet Mar 3. Se Mar 8 
os Rees, Porth Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Mar2. Ord 
Day, He Aldham, gr Maltster. Colchester. Pet Feb 8. Ord Mars 
De is, Wiliam, Great Bridge, Staffordshire, Butcher. Dudley. Pet Mars. Ord 


Debbie, Henry Herbert, Gloucester, Baker. Gloucester. Pet Mar 1. Ord 


England, Richard Ainentn, Wyke Regis, Dorsetshire, Clerk in Holy Orders, 
Dorchester. Pet Mar 8. Ord Mar 
Fox, Thomas, Great Sek Builder. Great Yarmouth. Pet Jan27. Ord 


Mar 9 
Friend, A Ieneo, Ne Newcastlé on Tyne, no occupation. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Feb 


Ganiner, Arthur J Py - Queen st, Hammersmith, Plumber. High Court. Pet 

ar 9. 

Hain, James, Hereford, Brewer’s Agent. al Pet Feb 13. Ona 5 Mar 8 

Hain es Francis Thomas, Bridgwater, Contractor. Bridgwater. Pet Mar 5. 

= xy Joseph . Kingswinford, Staffordshire, Hop Merchant. Stourbridge. Pet 
‘eb 


Hart, William iam Edward, Wolverhampton, Brass Founder. Wolverhampton. Pet 
ar 4. Ord Mars 
Higuacs, Amos, Ulleskelf, York, Basket Maker. York. Pet Feb 20. Ord 


sae ~ eed Little Sussex pl, Hyde pk, Builder. High Court. Pet Mar 8. 


Ord Mar 
de, , aa Macclesfield, Tailor. Macclesfield. Pet Mar 5. Ord Mar9 
J 3 nson, bi Ernes — st, South Hackney, Leather Merchant. High 
urt. ar 4. 
Jones, Thomas Richard, H vhead. Mariner. Bangor. Pet Mar4. Ord Mar 9 
Kellock, J-. Whitehaven, 1 ~~ — Pet Feb 12. Ord Mar 8 
ng, ur Shaw, , Staffordshire, Earthen 
ineuurers ~ — J - and Tanetat. Pet me ay ag 8 EN 
bam, Grocer. Birmingham. Feb Ord 
Lewis, Wil William, Neath, Glamorganshire, Furniture Dealer. Neath. Pet Feb 


rd Mar 
Liewellpn, ( Charles, Newport, Mon., Rope Maker. Newport, Mon. Pet Mar 8, 


ioe, easion Darfield, nr Barnsley, Labourer. Barnsley. Pet Jan 27. Ord 
10 

Mestheve, < James, Mynyddislwyn, Mon, Pedlar. Newport, Mon. Pet Mar 8 

Mudge, » Andrew, Ei Eiaguten upon Hull, Smack Owner. Kingstonupon Hull. Pet 


Parish,” George, West Bromwich, Cattle Dealer. Shrewsbury. Pet Feb 26. 
r ar 

i ey William. Netherton, nr Dudley, Lime Merchant. Dudley. Pet Feb 12. 
Pyle, Joun. Neath, Glamorganshire, Greengrocer. Neath. Pet Feb M. Ord 


9 
Quinn, Francis, Padiham, Lancashire, Tailor, Burnley. Pet Mari. Oni Mar 9 
Robinson, Abraham, Mildmay pk, Purrier. High Court. Pet Jan 18 Ord 


Mar 9 
Smith, Job, jun, Latchford, Cheshire, Farmer. Warrington, Pet Mars Ord 
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Steel, Robert, Leeds, Gas Engineer. Leeds. Pet Mars. Ord M 
Tagier,. Henry William, Haymarket, Designer. High Court. Pe Feb 17. Ord 


Th wiagetet, Pentre, Glamorganshire, Draper. Pontypridd. Pet Mar 8. 
Ord Mar 1 
Turner, Thomas, jun, Harthill, Yorks, Builder. Sheffield. Pet Mar 10. Ord 


1 

Underhill, William Hen Periatosk: rd, Westbourne pk, Victualler. High 
Court. Pet Feb 27. Ord Ma 

Verghen. 2 Emma, Gt teh Smack Owner. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Mar 1. 


Walters, Alfred, Cardiff, Builder. Cardiff. Pet Feb9. Ord Ma 
“eS hn William, 8 horeham, Sussex, Grocer. Brighton, Pet Mar 1, 


Whding, Thomas, Deansgate, Lancashire, Draper. Bolton. Pet Mar 9. Ord 


Williams, John, Manchester, Stationer. Manchester. Pet Mar3. Ord Mer 9 
Ss, Rees, Pontypridd, Painter. Pontypridd. Pet Mar5. Ord Mar 
Woodcock, os ohn Samuel, Oldham, Lancashire, Grocer. Oldham.- Pet Mar 9. 


Ord Mar 
Wright, Thomas, Leeds, Builder. Leeds. Pet Mar5. Pet Mar 
Young, Edwin, Bristol, Fruit Merchant. Bristol. Pet Feb 23. ora Mar 10 
TuEspDAY, March 16, 1886. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Adamson, Robert, South Stockton, Licensed Victualler. eee « on Tees and 
ft mpeg bh. Pet Mar 10. Ord Mar10. Exam Mar 2% a 
S + aplow, Buckinghamshire, Major. Windsor. Pet Feb 24. Ord 
Mar 13. Exam April 10 at 11 
Barker, ce Gouna and Albert Edward Daniel, Higher Ince, | Bottlers 
of Patent Acrated Stout. Wigan. Pet Mariz. Ord Mar 12. Exam Mar 25 
a’ 
Beeston, Alfred Bate, 15, Laeeae x, Bienen, no occupation. Wandsworth. 
Pet Mar 12. Ord Mar 12. yo 
Bird, W: Barber, Bi sowele, ordshire, Grocer. Bedford. Pet Mar 
12. Ord Mar bt | Exam April 13 
Brown, William Joseph, Erametend, Kent, Builder. Greenwich. Pet Mar 12. 
Guiana 12. Exam April 9 at 
Canham, George Henry, Middlesborough, Grocer. Stockton on Tees and Mid- 
dies! gg Pet Feb 24. Ord Marii. Exam Mar 24 
Challinor, John Stafford, Newcastle under Lyme, Grocer. Hanley, Rot eee 
Tunstall. Pet Marii. Ord Marii. Exam April 2 at11at Townhall, 
oes; oeenem, Leicester, Builder. Leicester. Pet Marii. Ord Mar 12. Examn 
at 10 
Edwards, Thomas, Saint George, Gloucestershire, Boot Manufacturer. Bristol. 
Pet Mar 11. Ord Mari3. Exam April 2 at 12 at Guildhall, Bristol 
Friend. John, Wisbech, Cambridge. General Dealer. King’s eo Pet Mar 11. 
Ord Mar 11. Exam April 16 at 11 at Court House, King’s L; 
Griesselich, Henry Victor, Basinghall st, East India Merchant. High Court. 
Pet Mar 10. Ord Marii. Exam May7 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
, William Smith, Bury, Lancashire, Boot Manufacturer. Bolton. Pet 
Mar 12.’ Ord Mar 12. Exam April 5:at 11.30 
Harris, Reuben, Neath, Glamorganshire, Picture Frame Manufacturer. Neath. 
Pet Mar 11. Ord Marii. Exam Mar 30 at 10.30 at Townhall, Neath 
|, John, ny Ty Grocer. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet Mar 12. Ord 


Mar 12, Exam April 
Hesketh, Gongtaies Maria, Tarporley, Cheshire, Spinster. Nantwich and 
ar 10. Exam April 14 at 11 at Crewe 


Crewe. Pet Dec 15. Ord M 
Hol — William, Hayter House, Marylebone High Court, Pet 
Ord Mar 12. Pet May 7 at 12 at 34, Lincoin’s inn fields 
Hooton, Charles, Walsoken, Norfolk, Fishmonger. King’s Lynn. Pet Mar 12. 
Ord Mar 12. Exam & ril 16 at 11 at Court House, King’s Lynn 
Humphrey. Richard, C m, Professional “~~~ Bristol. 1 Pet Mari2. Ord 
Mar 12. Exam April ee at 12at Guildhall, Bristo! 

Hunt, William James, New inn yard, Shoreditoh, Box Manufacturer. High 
Court. Pet Mar 9. “Ord M Mar 12. Exam 7 at 12 at 34, - inn fields 
Si Francis Henry, Birmingham, China Dealer. Birmingham. et Mar 12. 

Ord 12. Exam April 12 at 2 
sagem, Tom, Nelson st, Barnsley, Joiner. Barnsley. Pet Mar13. Ord Mar13. 
Apr 15 at 11.30 


by ng gaa Shoemaker. Northampton. Pet Mar 13. Ord 
r 
Preston, Lance, Blacksmith. Preston. Pet Mar 13. Ord Mar 
- mena Fishmonger. Canterbury. Pet Marii. Ord 
r2 
.» Hook stanten, Oxfordshire, Farmer. Banbury. Pet 
Ord Mar 13. Exam Apr 13 
eter, Bury, Lancs, out of ‘business. Bolton. Pet Mar ii. Ord Mar 
Newth, Spire rth pl, West eq, 8t George's rd, Southwark, Wood 
Henry | oO Dp F eor; uthwar 
Turner. et Feb 22. ‘Ord Mar 12 Apr 15 at 12 at 34, 
Lincoln’s inn a 


Stafford. Provision Dealer. Stafford. Pet Mar12. Ord Mar 12. 
Exam Apr 7 at 12 at Shirehall, Stafford 
Ord Mar 11. 


ry, Parkfiel 4, Potters Bar, Esq. Barnet. Pet Mar 11. 
Exam Apri4 i 11 it Townhall, Barnet Exeter. Pet Mar 
enry, Exmout on, Ironmonger. Ex et 18. Ord 
Mar 13. Daves Doe tof 11 . 
elpringham, Lincolnshire, Baker. Boston. Pet Mari. Ord Mar 


Re Henry, H 
alter, Swansea, General Dealer. Swansea. Pet Mar 13. Ord Mar 13. 


Fgom A Apr & at 2 
~My Thomas, Battiagham, Coal Merchant’s Clerk. Nottingham. Pet 
Ord Mar 13. <P Apr 13 
. Tottenham, Timber Merchant. mente. Pet Mar 12. Ord 
~~ Bs. Exam AtLr 9 at 1 at Court house, Edmonto 
y Jampte, be ames Oxford, Dairyman. Oxford. Pet Mar 11. Ord Mar 11, 
Ys at 11.20 
Taylor oo Beach, Lowestoft, Fish Merchant. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Mar 
Taylor." W Wiles Sduaditin. Hesluntacsionds Vecnes Moteotie on Cons 
ngham ‘armer. New e on " 
Marit. Ord Mar ii. Exam Mar 2% 
Watson, Ralph Cook, Gateshead, idle Printer. 
Mari2. Ord Mari2. Exam Mar 2% 
iddowson, . Didsbury, Lancs, Corn Factor. 
Ord Mar 12. Exam Apr 15 at 11.30 


Abies. John Christophe Boh Yo Dra M 
ohn or, esfiel: 2% at 12, 
er. Figtree lane. Sheffield ae ail paths: OMiateh 


3 7 Wine, Smethwick, Staffordshire, Shop Keeper. Mar 29 at10. Court 


Ashworth, pm my Firth, Hebden Brid 
at 12.9," White Horse Hotel Hoty Mor 9% 


Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Stockport. Pet Mar 12, 


e, pe, Forks, Newspaper Proprietor. 
dge 


Aves, Leopold, Croom’s Hill, §G ich, late Provision Merchan 
pate at, Official Rec salvar 109, Victie a Westies SaK _ 
Barrett, Joseph, Ontord B Boot Factor. Mar 2at 11.30. Official Receiver, 1, St 


ly Smethwic , ; 
~~ % ck, Staffordshire, Baker. 


Mar 2% at1i, Official Re- 


Challinor, John Staff 


Newcastle undersLyme, Grocer. Mar 25 at 2.30. On 
clal poart New = 


e under Lyne 
Cock, David, Roche, >? Ceepewh Sap 0b sa White Hart 
Lang Va Anstell, Victoria st, Civil Engineer. Mar 26 at 11. Bankru 
Coxon, Samue Baile: a! an 
bldge, “Lincoln's inn fields ne 
Frederick James, Exmouth st, Sewel, Pietuse Dealer. Mar 29 at 11, 
eee bidgs, gs, Doras st, t, Lincoln’s inn fi 
iteeping, Yiescatee icaem Mar 25 at 1. Officia) 
ver, 48, 


h st, Boston 
Day, Francis, Handsworth, Staffordshire, Gentleman. Mar 24 at 11. Official Re. 
ceiver, Birmingham 
De Meza, Simeon, Bishop’s rd, Bayswater, Tobacconist. Apr2atil. 33, Carey 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


Dariner, Ja James, Leicester, Builder. Mar 26 at 8, Official Receiver, 28, Friar lane, 


Fesnawer, ‘Thomas Fred e, Hammersmith, Commercial Traveller. Apr 
1 at eapkreptoy i bldes, Po Portugal st, moet 3 inn — 

Guinin, Gi High Holborn, Restaurant Keepers. Mar 9% 

at 12. pt bios ‘Portus s Lincoln's. inn fields 


Hahn, Hermann, st, Falcon sq, Importer of Foreign Goods. Mar 26 at 11, 
83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hardacre, William Smith, B Bury, Lancashire, Boot Manufacturer. Mar 26 at 11.15, 


16, Wood *, 1 Bolto: 
ben, Neath, Glam., Picture Frame Manufacturer. Mar 25 at 10,30, 


King st West, Hammersmith, Auctioneer. Mar 31 at 11, 
y bldgs, wm Sn st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
tbourne, Grocer. Mar 24at12. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 


fiel 
eee Maria, Tarporley, Cheshire, Spinster. Mar 24 at 2. Royal 


Bete | Thomas , Wilmslow, Cootiine,§ aes se seenchent. Mar 25 at 3. Official 
Receiver, Ogden’ s chbrs, Bridge st, M: 

Johnson, William Ernest, Freemont st, South Hackney, Leather Merchant. Mar 
26 at 12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Kent, Eaedh. Nottingham, Lace Maker. Mar23 at12. Official Receiver, 1, High 


pvmnt, Minghem 
Kent, William, orthampton, Shoe Manufacturer. Mar 26at4. County Court, 
orthampton 
io. enry, Ludgate hill, Editor. Mar 29at11. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Lewin, William, Charleville rd, West Kensin , Jeweller. Mar 25ati11. Bank. 


ruptey bl vetaes st, Lincoln’s inn field 
Lovegrove, es, Great Marlow, Bucks, Grist Miller. Mar 26 at 11.30, 
Official Receiver, 1, Wt St Aldates, Oxford 


McTear, Goosge, and Thomas Embleton Horrocks, Liverpool, Felt Manu- 
facturers. ar 25 at 3. Official Receiver, 25, Victoria st, Liverpool 
_— Peter, Bury, Lancashire, out of business. Mar 25 at 11.15. 16, Wood 


olton 
Mitehol. Thomas, Salford, Lancashire, Grocer. Mar 24 at 11.45. Court house, 








pEncombe pl, ‘0! 
' nn, Henry ary. & enry, Hel ringham, Lincolnshire, Baker. AprSat1i2. Official Receiver, 
’ 4 Ss J 
Py ¢ oo Highbridge, Somersetshire, Corn Dealer. Mar 28 at 11. George 
Hote 
a Walter, Bw Swansea, General Dealer. Mar 27 at11. Official Receiver, 6, Rut- 
wan 
Robinson, iia, , iiee y pk Furrier. Mar 26 at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal Ly’ 
Sanderson, Thomas, B: okdeies Eaneettte, Laundryman. Mar 26 at 2. Official 


Receiver, mg he Vinton st, Liverpoo 
Stocker, G L, Oxford*gdns, Nottin 


eo kill, Mar 29 at 12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Ta: lor, William, Eglingham, N: 


umberland, Farmer. Mar 25 at 2.30. Official 


ceiver, Pink iy owoestio on Tyne 
Mm Sydney, parade, T eddington, Grocer. Mar 23 at 11. 28 and 29, St 


Gateshead, Durham, Printer. Mar 26 at 11. Official Re- 


Wane yon itbu x + Mar 29 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 
Tate, JO) a ° 0) 
st, Lincoln’s inn fi ds , 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bailey, Charles Edward, Nottingham, Plumber. Nottingham. Pet Feb5. Ord 
Bee.’ Thomas, Dewsbury, Yorks, Wool Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet Feb 20, Ord 
Booth, ae, Oldham, Lancashire, Stone Mason. Oldham. Pet Feb 23. Ord 
oe , Seed Wotherspoon, Salisbury, Upholsterer’s Assistant. Salisbury. Pet 


Feb 17. aoe Mar 18 
, George pore, Middlesbo rough, Grocer. Stockton on Tees and 
Middiésborough. Heo eb 24. Ord Mar 1 
Reiiond, Newcastle under , Grocer. Hanley, Burslem, and 
aa Willian B ‘New Broad st, Manager o Public © High 
aie ew Bri . of a c Company. 
Court. ’ Pet Feb 17. 
Ciggke, 3 Jacob, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Shoemaker. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Mari. Ord 


Clegg, Jonsipes Chadwick, Dalton in Furness, Gentleman. Ulverston and 
Barrow in Furness. Pet Feb 3. Ord Mar 11 Pet Feb 
'e 


ee feo Thomas, Gt Steeping, at Yeoman. Boston, 
q ‘ar 
Depaney, Genes, Manchester, Yarn Agent. Manchester. Pet Jan 29. Ord 


Duck, William, Newbury, Berks, Butcher. New ; ( sd 15. Ord Mar 12 
Elliker, Henry, York. Grocer. York. Pet Feb 25. Ord M 
—- Charles Henry, Iverson rd, Kilburn, Builder, High Gress, Pet Dec 22. 


Ord Mar 10 
Farrant, €  Seorge Fes Herbert Sweet, Bemerton, Wilts, Corn Merchant. Salisbury. 


Gane Thom a rodorl ck, Coulter rd, The Grove, Hammersmith, Commer- 
cial Traveller. ‘High Court. Pet Mar3, Ord Marti 

Wiester, Sipe . jrherton, Rougham, Norfolk, Farmer. King’s Lynn. Pet Feb 
Gesdiner, William, Aldgate, Maltster’s Agent. High Coust. Pet Mars, Ord 
Caies, Reward, High st, Sandgate, Dairyman. Canterbury. Pet Feb 23. Ord 
Goestogs, Wiiom, Upper Baker st, Grocer’s Assistant. High Court. Pet Jan 
Higed, John, Eastbourne, Grocer. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet Mar 12, Ord 
Haepem, 7 Thomas George, Dover, Credit Draper. Canterbury. Pet Feb 19. 
James, Francis Henry, Birmingham, China Dealer. Birmingham. Pet Mar 12 
Jonee, Wiliam, Portmadoc, Carnarvonshire, Builder. Bangor. Pet Feb 2. 











Ord Mar 13 
Kilby, John H stal Palace rd, wich, tor. High Court. 
Por Mae 10. Ord Bhar 1s 2 FO DRE Hee 





Had be 


Charit 
H. Scuw! 


AS 











at 11, 
11,16, 
10,30, 
at 11, 
ral st, 
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t 
d John ‘ ‘ 
Larnder, Ro Probert Wi em, ont 3 ohn Barton, Harp lane, Lightermen. High 


Leech, J joseph. Park rd, Crouch End, Commercial Traveller. High Court. Pet 
il Mar 13 
wep William, Charleville rd, West Kensington, Jeweller. High Court. Pet 


ely se naa A d John Megson, Ossett, Yorks, Mungo Manufacturers. 
Dewsbury. Pet eb a Ord Mar i Grocer. Salford 

Mitchell, Thomas, > re, ce ord. Pet Feb 17. Ord 
Mobbs, John, Southampton, Accountant. Southampton. Pet Jan 22. Ord 
oliphant, Ha Hannah, Brampton, Cumberland, Hotel Keever. Carlisle. Pet Mar 6. 


Powell, J aang Birkenhead, Saddler. Birkenhead. Pet Feb 26. Ord Mar 11 
ei John, Boston, Lincolnshire, Chemist. Boston. Pet Jan 28. 


Katherine, otherwise Kate, Porchester gdns, Boarding House Keeper. 


Rorigh urt. Pet Feb 11. ord Mar 10 
Rusk, Sidney, Chathem, B R Das . Pet Mars. Ord Mari 
ee, wil ™. E, tingham, N orthumberland, Farmer. Hewentie on Tyne 
Thomas, Robert Dunlop. peaspary, Gloucestershire, Gent. Cheltenham. Pet 


Feb 17. Ord Mar 13 

ho Thompson, Ma Matthew, Jarrow, Durham, Tailor. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Feb 
tS Lucente, Boot Maker. Gloucester. Pet 
Tongue, H le Bo™ton, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler. 





8. Ord Mar 13 
olton. Pet Feb 18. 


Wittewern, Jomee Didsbury, Lancashire, Corn Factor. Stockport. Pet Mar 
Wright, Thomas, Meltham, Yorks, Boot Maker. Huddersfield. Pet Feb 26. 


Mar 18 
Yetes, ¥ William, Pool, nr Leeds, Paper Manufacturer. Leeds. Pet Mar10. Ord 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED., 
tt, Thomas Landon. _ Buckinghamshire, Far mer. 


Garrett. Northampton. 
Adjud Oct 17. Annul 





*,* The Publisher requests that early application should be made by persons 
cesirous of obtaining back numbers of the Souictrors’ JouRNAL, as only a small 


The Subseri; to.the Souicrrors’ Jounnat ta—Town, 268. ; Countrys 
288. ; with the Waexty Reporter, 52s. Payment in advance includes 
ble Numbers and Subscribers can have their Volume, 

Pacey at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 


authenticated by the name of the writer. 





gs scum OF Cowrnact 3835 


CONTENTS. 


JURRENT TOPICS 883 
[HE NEw CouNnTY Court RULES.... 384 





Findlay .. : 
Webb Shav 
e| v. w ‘(Fanikner and 
CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS : 


fa Nelosn: Hon & Hisetings eal 
Re F. Hill (A Solicitor) ..... 


Canning Vv. . 
Hien Court oF rae USTICE :~ - 

Whitely v. Learoyd 

The North nea 7, guelteld, 








Co. cesoes-ce 


Where difficulty is prion in procuring the Journal with regularit 
in the _ oso ia is requested that application be made direct to the 


Publisher. ¥ 

The Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected commust- 
cations. 

Nortezs ro CoRRESPONDENTS.—Ali communications intended for publication 
in the SoLictroRs’ JOURNAL must be authenticated by the name —' address of 





he writer. 


nunber of copies remain on hand 











, 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 
Anrti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The pine f + it ** the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digesti for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and inyaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, 

Being without » Spice, or other admixture, it suite 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with > ecu &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such 


Made instantaneously with boiling water, a 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a 
Cocoatina a La Vanitizis the most delicate, Rigestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited, 
In tins at 1s. 6d., 3s., 68. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 


* Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
H, Scuwairzsr & Co.,10, Adam-at., Strand, London, W.C 


A SENTLEMAN REQUIRED, with £1,000° 
ay able to Form a ~ dicate of £10,000, to 
<b a Land a 

i ompany. e 

would quadruple ha investment as four aenton— 
Apply to B., Palmerston-buildings, Old Broad- 








APYOw SON for SALE, seven miles from 
oh Ee town, Eessx. Situation healthy, parish 
mall, House prett; _ oa. 8 


buildings, enn —— e pe 16 oe. Gross 
income, £385. n a —For particu- 
lars apply to = Nico, Son, & Jonzs, 39, Lime- 








rok SALE, Two detached Villas, both let 
partion mt Sim, situated in the North of London. —For 
ulars apply, A. Z., 15, York-place, Highgate, N. 


Pee HIP WANTED by a SOLICI. 

R, aged 29, admitted in 1881, and has ever 
since te and is now, a Managing Conveyancing 
Clerk toa well-known West-end firm. Would pur- 
chase a share in a well-established business in 
London or 8.E. suburb.—Apply, W. L., care of 
WiC. ar & Son, Law Deationaen. ba, Chancery-lane, 


LAv.- —Gentleman (paseed Final, but not 
A mr desires Sy a or General 
Managing Olerkship; oderate; has h 
fondon ‘expe expentence ; highly "recommended by — 
Principal.—A, dress, LEX, care of J. Beal, it 
treet, street, Brighton, ” 


AW.—A. vous Solicitor. (24) desires & 

Clerkship (London or Manchester pwn anh ; 

up = Conveyancing and Common Law matters ; 

Soellen S pemeremoes pe to Gherecter and, outing — 

a ors’ Journal’’ Office, hancery- 
lane, London. 














F you want Money besa a Fees—amounts 


woldQt tar PANNE UNI BOE: | 





EDE AND SON, 
ROBE ea 34 MAKERS, 


BY 6PECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


thi — Chancellor, the Whole of the 
— Porrin yard a Corporation of oh tow &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 


Law Wigs and Gowns fi ee Posten, Se Clerks, 
” ‘and Olerks of the Peace. = 


CORPORPTION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 
4, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


&.. W. E. BOTTRILL Reads with 
tudents for Law Examinations, at ad 
Ghatabors Stone-buildings, Linco apened W.C 








Ws comps in a London Solicitor’s Office, 
a Boy ge ~ ye and Personal Clerk 
be lly useful — Write, ca 

exper bad and Sins, to sy “ Solicitors’ Journal 
Oftice, 27, Chancery-lane, W. 


years — becnee oh ERAL CLERK.— 
$2). reais an oe 
.» ‘Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, 








Ho for the TREATMENT and CURE 
of INEBRIATES, High Shot House, Twicken- 

lishment in Middlesex licensed 
“4 secluded. Gentlemen 


ber taken. Billiard room, library. 
bowls, ayy peer ae estat ledged 
— ous 
8 spuctasendens, . BRANTH- 
;. and reference is permitted to 
& Monnis, Solicitors, 95a, Queen 
Victoria -street, London 


ham.—The sole estab! 
Act. 





—Tower House Retreat, 
licensed under the Habi- 
’ Act, — 


tual D: 

the United Kingdom ted for Reception 

nn ‘Treatment of undies and Gentlemen desirous of 
habits of Intemperance. The house 

pow 9 in its own grounds of nearly three acres, and is 

replete with every convenience, .——— a large 

billiard roem, dra . 

rooms, bath rooms, & 

under the H. D, Act or pee 

to Five Guineas per 


NTEMPERANCE, 
bs ate-on-Sea, Ken’ 





UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. 


HOWARD'S PATENT. 
Stronger and more durable than any other 
Letter Copying Books now made. 
THE COPYING BOOK FOR THE PROFESSION 
Prick List upon APPLICATION. 


WODDERSPOON & CO., 
1, SERLE STREET, anp 1, PORTUGAL STREET 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 
eS ee CIVIL SERVICE ang pono hag 
Haymarket, Lon: 


Limited, 28, 
8.W. Sr Tiched 1 1968.) 
Gonepel Miasting, 
sole ete ees gare 
the ee was extended to Officers in the 


Army, Na oe was © and Militia, and to mem- 

bers of the Clerc cal, Legal, and 

Full be sbtained on application to the 
PRICE a 


reductions in prices, rouge: 


lication to the Secretary, L ahoen all particulars 
= membership will be furnished. 


ONDON.—SHIRLEY’S TEMPERANCE 




















hind SOLICITORS and Others. — Lofty 
and and Chambers to be 


Ww Offices 
t Lonsdale No. 2 
icone Soames toien gates 
Apply to Messrs. Launpy & Co.. Account- 
the premises. 


ants, on 
INTEMPERANCE., 


COLMAN HILL HOUSE RETREAT, 
HALESOWEN, WORCESTERSHIRE. 
Licensed under the Act of 1879, for Ladies only. 
Terms from £2 3, per week. 

Apply to the Hreqettien, Counted Mvass, 
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Telephone _ -" & ae PR ne. phic neg “ Akaber, 

the Year 

M ESSHS. "BAKER & SONS hoe to an- 

nounce that their SALES of LANDED ES- 

TATES, Investments, Town, Suburban, and Coun 
Houses, Business Premises, Building Land, 

ents, Reversions, — and other Properties, will 





















































be held at the Mart, Tokenhouse-y: E.C., as 
lows :— 

y, Mar. 26 riday, June 18 jer mag Sept. 17 

y, April 9 ‘ri =f Say day, Oct. 8 

y, April 16 | Fri uly 2 Friday? Oct. 15 
lay, May 7 rid ay, yay 9 Friday, Oct, 29 

y, May 14 ‘riday, July 16 Ay mal Nov. 5 

y, May 21 ‘riday, July 23 | Friday, Nov. 19 

riday, June 4 rey ANS. * Friday, Dec. 10 
» dune 11 | Friday, Sept. 








Auctions can be held on aoe a besides those 
above specified.—No. 11, Queen Victoria-street, E.0. 





By direction of tee ong 0 otaeen. —Oxford-street, 


MES8s. BAKER & SONS will SELL, 

AUCTION, the following Freehold and 
ay PROPERTIES :— 

the Mart. on Frieay next, 26th March, at Two. 
OXFORD STREET.—In One Lot.—A thoroughly 
fit Rental of £875 per annum, arising 

_ the pe | corner shop and premises, No. 
2, Oxford-street and No. 26, Prinepo-chrect, held for 
ay "un term of 53 — eae solicitor, 


+ Rea. 145, Chea’ 
veh wal of the).— 


DON (on t. 
m3! ph og —In Five —Highly ee 
oe Investments, producing £860 per annum, 
g@ from five shops, four houses, and 25 artizans’ 
model dwellings, known as Dundee-buildings, Nos. 18 
to 22, St. John’s-lane, No. 13, Berkley-street, and 
Nos. 1, ge 4, Francis-court, Clerkenwell. Vendor's 
solicitors, Saunders, Hawksford, Bennett, & 
Co., 68, Fe street, E.C. 
Particulars at the Mart; of the respective Solici- 
tors; and of the Auctioneers, 11, Queen Victoria- 








WIMBLEDON. 
Valuable woes Building Estate, comprising about 
73 acres d, eligibly situate, and capable of 
inmate te development for buildivg purposes. By 


ortgagees. 
17] ESSES. GLASIER & SONS have re- 
ed instructions aX cet AUCTION, 
at the MART, on THU T, MARCH 
2th, at TWO o'clock, the al ~ id omental choice 
under: valuable FREEHOLD ESTATE, in Two Lots, as 
un 


f construction) can 
= a, giving a total available building frontage 

a 
Lot 2.—About 15 acres hg the most eligible Building 
Land in Wimbledon- odjcining Lot 1, possessing 
frontages of 830ft. to ee ruad and 1,000ft. to the 
New-road, and another road might be formed, making 
total of about 4,200ft. 
intersected by the Wimbledon and 
‘West Metropolitan Railway (notices to treat having 
been served, and an agreement made for a station to 
be placed on this land), which wil give a direct 
access, via Putney and Fulkam, to the systems of the 
litan District. and South- 


oe ae 
mn wi a radius 0 
from Charing-cross. A large a pag of the land 


4 Papticulars and plans may be had of Messrs. Ellis 
& Ellis, 5, Delahay- street, Westminster ; 
and at ees pues of the Auctioneers, 6, Spring- 
gardens, 5.W. 


SALES FOR THE YEAR 1886, 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
their SALES of LANDED ESTATES” Investments, 
Town, Bu Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
land, ’ Ground. rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
ae Shares, and other Properties, will be held at the 
Mae fre mene: near the Bank of Eng- 











4 in the London, as follows :— 

Tues., Mar 23 Tues., June 1 Tues., Aug 10 
Tues., Mar 20 Tues., June 8 to Aug 17 
Tues., April 6 Tues., June 22 Tues., Aug 24 
Tues., April 13 | Tues., June 29 Tues., Aug 31 
uss» Aped 30 Tues., July 6 Tues., Oct 5 
Tues., y4 Tues., July 13 Tues., Oct 19 
Tues., May 11 Tues., July 2 nee Nov9 
Tues., May 18 Tues., July 27 try 
Tues., May 2% Tues., Aug 3 | Tues Tues., 


A be held on other days. om re cane 
due notice should be given, in order to insure proper 
— the period between such notice and the auc- 

must, of course, considerably upon the nature 


of the property intended to be sold,—0, Cheapside, 





AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSUR- 
ANCE COMPANY.—Notice is Hereby Given 
that the Annual General Meeting of the Shar Sualies 
of this Company will be held at 
126, Chancery-lane, London, on Thursday, the 25th 
instant, at e o'clock precisely, to receive the 
Report of the rs and the Accounts for the 
Financial Year ended on the 30th day of November, 
1885, to declare a Dividend, and Ln he other a. 
The 


Directors who retire acco 
Settlement are Mess 
J.R. Buckton, James igs R. J. Sisson, 
F.J. Coverdale, C.A.Swinburne, 
Basil Field, The Right Hon. F. R. ward and 
Charles Foster, Sir John Lam- ‘Was- 
Robert Jones, bert, — “eu 


Austin J. King, James Row 

= who, bein éligible, offer themselves for re- 
The Andee, Mr. James J. Darley and Mr. Theo- 
dore Waterhouse. also retire, and, being eligible, also 

offer themselves for re-election. 
By Order of the Board, 

FRANK McGEDY, 

Actuary and Secretary. 
126, Chancery-lane, London, 1th March, 1886. 


LA¥ . a. E. and a Lave INSU- 





Est aan Tnas 
The only Law ‘Secetons ‘Office i in the Waited Kin, dom 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance 
ness 


Chie Office— 
216, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital Saheeined amount to 
upwards of £1,800,000 ste: 
Chairman—JamMEs CUDDON, Esq. "ot the Middle 
Temple, Barrister-a t-Law. 
Dewe ty-Chairman—CHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq me. Rae 
Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fiel 
The Directors invite attention to the New Form of 
Life Policy, which is free from all conditions. 
Policies of Insurance gran’ the contin- 
gency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 
The Company ADVANCES Money on Mortgage of 
Life — and Reversions, whether absolute or 


contin 
The Com ompany also purchases Reversions. 
Pres — copine of the Directors’ Report ant 
Annua ce § oot, — every information, sen 
Pp pee dee on @ Sethentia 
F McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


The Attention of Members of the ae ge nie 
is drawn to the New Prospectus of 
COCIDENT INSURANCE COMPANY 
(Limited), 10, St. Swithin’s-lane, ignition. E.C. 
General Accidents. Personal Inj 
Railway Accidents. Death by ‘Accident. 












Forms of Proposal and every information forwarded 
post-free. ©. HARDING, Manager. 

EDROPE, | i AFRICA, 

Ch 
IRE Gifpp inert 
LIFE & MABINE. 
Capital fully subscribed . £2,500,000 @ 
Total Invested Funds, upwards of £2,000. ,000 

Total net annual Income exceeds . . £1,200, 000 a 


Carey Orrices: 19 anp 20, CoRNHILL, Lomupor, EC 


———, 


NEW OnrEnz A Ee pene CORPORA. 
Capital Antheried _— 2,000, hg Paid-up, £500,000, 








adneedle-s 
BRANCHES and AGEN CIS Edinburgh. Bow 
bay, Co —— Ceylon, ee NN ngapore, 
tions ong, okohama, Nagasaki 
Melbourne, and henghal, 
e Bank buys and aie Bills of Exchange, makes 
telegraphic transfers, issues letters of credit anj 
a te, See bills for collection, anj 
g and agency business generally, 
The Directors are receiving applications for 4 pe 
cent. Debentures in sums of £10 and upwards, secured 
1d premises in the City of 


Creditors of the old Bank can obtain 3 per cent 
debentures for the balance of their claims. 


HE NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT. 
GAGE COMPANY, Limited. 
Sapital £2,000,000, fully su bscribed by more than 9 
shareholders. 
£200,000 paid up. Reserve Fund, £5,000. 

The Company’s jeans are limited to first-class free. 

hold mortgages. The Debenture issue is limited to 
the uncalled capital. 


HoME DIRECTORS. 
Sir Wauram T. Pown, 


Exq,, 

Esq 

ARTHUR M. MITCHISON, Sir Epwarp W. Sup 
RD, K.C.M.G. 


Es 
mite a we. Colonial ee MLO, 
e Hon. K. WHIT 
ee Reslend. 


te Premier of N. 
The a are issuing Terminable “Debentures 
bearing interest at 5 per cent. for seven or ten years, 
44 per cent. for five, and 4 per cent. for three years, 
Interest half-yearly by Coupons. 


A. Managing Director, 
Leadenhail-buildings, Leadenhall-st.. ondon, E.C, 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY 
Established 1836. 
Lonrpor: 1, — E.C. ABERDEEN: 1, 


Uni 
INCOME & "FUNDS. (1884) = 
Fire Premiums... .. owe & 
Life Premiums ... ose ese eee 

















573,000 
128,000 
$2,993,000 


ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 

to announce that their Sales by Auction of 

| en Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 

So, axe ave — on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
an 


The ation of Solicitors, Executors, free, 
and inage  pertieeny called = this ready 
~ a the disposal of Property of deceased nid other 
aS ‘cong uence of the frequency of their sales 
D. are enabled to annede large or smail 
po at short notice (if req 
Sales of Furniture held at seivane + a 
Valuations for Probate or fer. Terms on ap- 


plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 
a 38 and 39, Gracech: 


Interest... ove oes 
Accumulated Funds eo ee oe 





urch-street, E.C. 

Johnson & Dymond beg to notify that 
Wearing Apparel, Piece 
Goods, Household and Office Furniture, Carpets, 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of ‘the week 
Saturday excepted). 





ACCIDENTS of DAILY LIFE 


INSURED AGAINST BY 


THE RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMPANY 
(ESTABLISHED 1849), 


64, CORNHILL, LONDON. 


Capital £1,000,000. 
Income £246,000. 


COMPENSATION PAID For 112,000 ACCIDENTS, 


£2,215,000. 
CHAIRMAN—HARVIE M. FARQUHAR, Esa. 
Apply to the Clerks at the Railway Stations, the 
Local Agents, or 


West-end Office :—8, Gzanp Horet Burnpinas, W.C., 


Or at the 
Head Office :—é4, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 
WILLIAM J. VIAN, Secretary. — 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 





IZRERP ECs un AN K.— 

Southampton byfitings, Coe ry-lane. 
THREE | per CENT. TEREST allowed on 
DEPOSITS 


able on demand. 

WO, per ENT. I NTEREST on CURRENT 
Acco TS casaiabel on the minimum monthly 
balances, when not drawn below £8. 
gues — undertakes for its Customers, free of 

he Custody of poets, Writings, and other 
gerne, S and Valuables; the collection of Bills or 
Exchange, ate aay So glen and the purchase 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSONY, 
A FARME & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
£.C., or will be sent by post in return for two stamps.— 
Particulars for insertion should be received not later than 
four days previous to the eud of the preceding month. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON E.C. 


Lato Copying and GEngrossing. 
a and Weltings “pe gimee and —— = on rae 
pa ga A | Discount pnd] on agreed accounls 


LAW PRINTING. 
STATEMENTS OF OLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFI 
DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s. per folio. 
DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., 

in form for "Registration. 
Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts. 


LITHOGRAPHY. 
ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, _ PETITIONS, DRAFTS 
MINUTES OF EVIDENCE, Lithographed 


at reduced p 
PLANS OF ESTATES, SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD 
ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and hb. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 











and sale of Stoc tters of 
ret an Circular Note NAGI, with full particu- 
post-free, on crs eaten. 
¥RAN RAVENSOROFT Manager. 














Samples and Catalogues sent post-free, 





satish: 
at the 
since. 
withd 
prese! 


Ir 
1a., 1 
of e 
Peat 
publ: 
up, t 
the ¢ 
bills 
taxir 
more 
incre 


